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Preface 


'k 

T his piece of writing is an essay in the interpretation of our 
time. Its theme was developed in a course of the Scott Hol- 
land Memorial lectures first given at Oxford in the autunrm 
of 1949. In the following year an abbreviated version of them was 
broadcast on the Third Programme in a scries delivered before a 
public audience at Broadcasting House. In preparing them for 
publication as a book I have slightly enlarged upon some points in 
the lectures, but I have not thought it desirable to eliminate all 
expressions which indicate their original lecture form. 

The subject was of course suggested by the first series of Holland 
Lectures given by Mr. R. H. Tawney in 1922, which was pub- 
lished in 1926 under the title of Religion and the Rise of Capitalism. 
Mr. Tawney was interpreting historic changes already three cen- 
turies old. My essay deals with the contemporary situation and its 
beginnings only a century back. Apart from its tentative character, 
which is the only appropriate one for an assessment of the signi- 
ficance of events in which wc are still involved, my essay can claim 
no such command of historical material as that which marked 
Mr. Tawncy’s erudition. In my opening chapter I have tried to 
show the connection between the problems he handled and those 
with which Lam concerned. ^ * 

While the broadcast version of these lectures was in progress, 
Mr. George Bernard Shaw, shortly before his death, wrote to me 
saying that its title would lead to a confusion with the work of 
Sidney and Beatrice Webb, ‘The Decay of Capitalism’. The 
Webbs’ book was in fact called The Decay of Capitalist Cioilizatum. 
Mr. Shaw’s main point, however, was that both titles were 
mistaken, for, in his own words: 
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‘Capitalism, far from decaying, has hern carried in tjnpre. 
cedented magnitudes in the TonnesstT \*a!lry and elsewhere, .md 
is culminating in state capitalism, aim cntnmuntsni, -nri.diMn, 
Fabianism, all requiring capitals beyond the mr.uo .4' pri%-.He 
enterprise. Capitalism is an entirely unronirtnet'.i.d term, like 
magnetism: civilization is impossible without it. The r is no stub 
alternative its capitalism versus soci.alism: the issue is between 
plutocracy and dcmocrary. . . . ‘I'his letter is for your cottsidera- 
don, not for argument, and needs no atjssver.’ 

I respected that last wish and setu no reply eist ept to rettrind 
him of the correct title of the Webbs’ work. Btii in the first and hist 
chapters of this book I have .sought to show my .iw.uenrss td the 
point Mr. Shaw raised and, neverfhrlr.s.s, tt» justify the liilr ! have 
used. 

I record with immense gratitude my imleliiedness to my cfil- 
league, Mr. M. B. Foster, , Student of Christ Clnir* h, for Ins 
painstaking scrutiny of the proofs of this Inrok. He has detected 
numerous errors, indicated many nbscttriltes and ch.dlengefl sinnr 
statements. This has enabled me to correct the first, to remove 
(I trust) the second and to review the third with deference, in 
most cases though not in all, to his suggrstif>ns.'i'he readers of a 
book never know how much they are spared by the one svhtt risfc.s 
a reputation by reading an author’s proofs. In tltis case it is a great 
deal, and Mr. Foster should not be impliiMtcd in the i.mUs which 
my ignorance, carelessness or obstinacy have caused i«* remain. 

The tiresome task of typing at least two versions of these lecture* 
has been generously carried out by Miss Diana Morshcad, and 
I wish here to rt^ster my thanks to her. My son, Jocelyn, has 
given valuable help with the index. 

. V. A DxMANr 

CMsi Church, Oxford 
April igss 
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The Great Reversal 

'k 

I t is twenty-seven years since the first series of Holland Memorial 
Lectures was delivered. A trust had been formed to commem- 
orate the life and work of Henry Scott Holland, for twenty 
years Canon of St. Paul’s, and for the last seven years of his life 
Regius Professor of Divinity in the University of Oxford. The 
commemoration was to take the form of a course of lectures to be 
delivered every three years having for their theme ‘the religion of 
the Incarnation in its bearing on the social and economic life of 
man’. Holland was one of the few leading churchmen of his day 
who felt deeply that the rather subjective and pietist religion of 
England in his time was not ministering to the grave human and 
spiritual problems which beset men in the hey-day of the Industrial 
Age. The warrant for what he preached as the Christian witness 
in the social order he derived from his understanding of the Church’s 
doctrine of the Incarnation. That this was Holland’s central inter- 
est can be seen from some words of his, which must be judged from 
the standpoint, so far as we can recover it, of the middle eighties 
rather than from the more critical realism of the nineteen-fifties. 
‘From every, side’, he wrote, ‘windows were flung open, barriers 
were thrown down, we were ready for a call and it came. From 
over the sea we began to be aware of a Social Philosophy which, 
however materialistic some of its tendencies might have become, 
hds had alliance with the spiritual Hegelianism with which we had 
been touched. It took its scientific shape in the hands of Karl 
Marx; but it also floated across to us, in dreams and visions, using 
our own Christian language, and involving the unity of the Social 
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The Great Reversal 

Body and the law of love, and the solidarity of Humanity. It read 
out the significance of citizenship in terms that svere spiritual and 
Christian. It challenged us to say why we were not hi nur 
creed into action as the secret of all social writ-being. Wn r wv not 
engaged in asserting the pre-eminent value of the cnmmuiiify over 
the individual by our faith in the, Clmt ch? Were wt rot pir.u hing 
the sanctity of human nature here on earth by t»t»r belirf in the 
Sacraments? If we brought this creed to bear tm Sim irtv, would 
it not show itself in the form of Christian socialism, as Manrire 
and Kingsley had understood it in the fifties? We woke up to 
Maurice. His influence, which had lain, as it were, alongside the 
Oxford Miwcment, now passed wifhits it. . . . We hail been shown 
by the Tractarians the depth and intensity of significasu e to Ijt. 
disclosed by faith in the Incarnation. Now we added to this a fnller 
estimate of the far-reaching extension ofit.s meaning and the scope 
ofits activities. Christian doctrine showed iwdf as the ver)* heart of 
a Social Gospel.’* 

We should use different language to-day, both for the fltrolngiciU 
and social concerns which Holland here expre.ssed. My immediate 
predecessor in this lectureship, Mr. Maurice B. Rerkiu, wfio hiw 
provided us with the fullest and brightest aerntint of Anglican 
thought on social questions over the last hundred years, comments 
on this quotation; ‘How faded now sounds that fifiy-year-t»ld 
phrase, yet how vital for us to-day the reality of which it speaks.* 

Scott Holland seriously and concretely Iselieved that the In- 
carnation, or God made man in a specific historic ami stwial set- 
ting, was the decisive reason why, in his own wt*rds, *|rsns ( Ihrist 
has a social and economic significance.* This conhl Ir gnessctl from 
the reminder that the quotation I have repeated at length comes 
firom the introduction to addresses entitled '‘iMmbard Stml i» 

When in igaa Mr. R. H. Tawncy inaugurated this lectureship 
with a work which has made history and provoked a string of 
reactions, to many people it was not obvious at first attention Imw 
an examination of the social changes in the sixteenth and neigh- 
bouring centuries could be regarded as a contribution to the theo- 
logical theme set by the Scott Holland Trust. So much excitement 
was stirred up not only in the dcnonunatlonal world, but also In 
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that of the economists and historians, that the relevance otRtligion 
and the Rise of Capitalism to a theology rooted in the Incarnation 
was treated as non-existent or artificial. Yet there were not wanting 
passages from the lectures themselves which disclosed how in the 
author’s mind the two things were connected. The dissociation 
between relifsion and ethics on the one hand and social theory and 
practice on the other, which marks the transition to the modem 
world, is, he would contend, at variance with a trae incarnational 
religion. Of the four possible attitudes to their relations Mr. Taw- 
ney assumed that the one predominantly characteristic of the 
Medieval World was that in which religious opinion ‘accepts and 
criticizes, tolerates and amends, welcomes the gross world of 
human appetites, as the squalid scaffolding from amid which the 
life of the spirit must rise, and insists that this also is the material 
of the Kingdom of God’.® This attitude, he contended, was vir- 
tually eliminated by the religious and social changes of the fif- 
teenth to seventeenth centuries, leaving the field for an unholy 
scramble between the other three, namely ascetic aloofness fiom a 
world given over to the Evil One; or indifference to a society with 
which religion has no concern; or agitation for a particular reform 
or revolution which its devotees identify with the realm of Grace. 
In particular the transference of economic life from having been a 
normative activity responsible to ethics and religion for its means 
and ends, to the achievement of autonomy, with a law of its 
own answerable to no other warrant — it is this transference in 
economic behaviour which, for our purpose in these lectures, is the 
significant fact which the first Holland lecturer did so much to 
illuminate. 

Bishop Gore, in a preface to the original edition, wrote that ‘the 
first series of Holland Lectures i% a worthy tribute to the memory 
of a man who set his brilliant faculties to work in no cause so fully 
and heartily as in that of re-awakening the conscience of English- 
men to the social meaning of the religion of the Incarnation, and 
who felt as much as anyone the need of accurate research into the 
causes which have so disastrously obscured it’. 

The Intriguing question of how far the autonomy of secular dis- 
ciplines in the last three centuries oinstitutes really a violation of a 
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Christianity which claims to be incarnational and sacramental is 
one we cannot embark upon, though at a later stage, vvr shall have 
to see that some curious paradoxes arise in this matter. It tnight 
well have more attention given to it by dogmatic and moral 
theologians. 

The publication of Religion and the Rise of Ca/iitalbm, inaugurated 
an enlivened and enlivening debate; it engrndcrnl cunsiclrrable 
heat which was often more obscuring thati eniightesiing. Mr. I’aw. 
ney has made his riposte to some of the a«lvcrsr. coinmrnf in his 
preface to llic 1937 edition. The debate com:rntr.tlrd mainly Hjmn 
the effect of the religious changes oi early Pfoiestanti.sm on econo- 
mic habits and theories; it wtes coticerned cspeci.dly with the views 
of Max Weber and others about the itillucnces whicji h.»d Ibrmed 
the climate in which modern commerce, industry and ntoncy- 
making could grow into social dominants. 'I*he tlebaie bexame 
very much a Catholic-Protcstant rivalry, with weapoiw vai>ying 
with the position taken up as to whether capitalism w.is, like the 
monarchs of /o66’ and All That, a bad or a good thing. Tho.sc who 
thought it was bad, on both sides, spoke as one who should say: 
‘please, sir, it wasn’t me’; or, *I wasn’t the only one.*; or, ‘Uie other 
boy led me on*. Those who thought it was gwd on Ixilance, .said as 
it were: ‘why this scolding?’ Tliis thing capitalism w an essential 
step in the human enterprise; Christians should not resist the hand 
of God in world history but come to terms with it.’ Some added: 
‘and religious forces reflected the social and economic changes 
rather than bringing them about’— 'an emphasis they vwoutd have 
found admitted and docuinentexi in Mr. Tawney's own work.* 
Others like R. S. Sleigh, a disciple of Ernst Trocltsch, valiantly 
took up the position that ‘the insight of Calvin was not an tUusiem, 
for the relation between Chrisdanity and capttaltsiy is not acci- 
dental, but organic, intrimically essential’.* 

The debate, as it could be followed in English writings, has 
roughly three stages. In 1904 Max Weber had published his re- 
searches, part of which was later translated as Tht Rrakstm BMe 
and the Spirit of Capitalism. Therein he deduced that capitaliira 
with its laissti-fme doctrine and its conception of economid beha- 
viour as autonomous, owhig: respomlbili^ only to its own law, 
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along with its justification of business as ‘a calling’ or a religious 
vocation — that all this derived its warrant from Protestant and 
especially Puritan sources. Tawney’s lectures to a large extent sub» 
stantiated this thesis and also corrected it. Critics had pointed out 
that the spirit of capitalism was older than the Reformation. 
Tawncy allo\^ that it is as old as history. But he adds: ‘it found in 
certain aspects of later Puritanism a tonic which braced its ener- 
gies and fortified its already vigorous temper’;® the main point 
being that it soon became regarded as a sign of religious seriousness 
instead of a menace to be suspected. In 1933 appeared a counter- 
blast in Professor H. M. Robertson’s Aspects of the Rise of Economic 
Individualism: A Criticism of Max Weber and His School.’’ He claimed 
that what he regarded as the Weber-Tawney thesis was more of a 
polemic weapon than a contribution to historic studies. Weber’s 
essay on Die Protestantiseke Etkik und der Geist des Kapitalismus ushered 
in, says Robertson, as heavy an attack on the capitalist position 
as the materialist writings of Karl Marx. He adds: ‘This is not 
immediately apparent; but even a cursory second glance shows that 
its general tendency is to undermine the basis of capitalist society.’ 
In a more dispassionate vein, Robertson maintains that Weber 
failed to see that the notion of a ‘calling’, the sense of that station 
to which it shall please God to call us, when used by early Re- 
formers, actually worked against acquisitiveness and in a conser- 
vative interest. True enough, but it does not dispose of Weber’s 
question: How does ‘the calling’ come to have the commercial and 
acquisitive flavour it possessed by the eighteenth century? It v/as 
Tawney’s main contribution to show how that came about. 

Robertson produced plenty of evidence that at least one Catho- 
lic. force made in the same direction, namely the casuistry which 
the* Jesuits were elaborating to deal with the growing commercial 
and financial transactions of tfie time, especially in the matter 
of inter^t on money loans. This evidence was used to suggest 
that the. Jesuit theology was too accommodating, that it cx- 
ei«J>Iificd the maxim ‘there is nothing like busintss’— a charge 
already made in i66g by Pirot and repeated by Groethuysen.® 
The Jesuit moralists, claimed Robtalson, stripped their doctrine of 
those checks on gain which might seem hostile to the adolescent 
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bouifeoisie. An answer to this charge was made in 1934 by Father 
J. Brodrick in his book: The Economic Momh of fhe Jfmiis,* 'Fhe 
nearest thing we have tQ a summai*y of the debate is In he found 
in the work of Amintore Fanfani of Milan under the title: Calfmlk- 
ism, Prokstantmi and CapUalLm, published liKtri ** As a Catholic 
and a critic of capitalism he allows that capitals m arose in a 
Catholic world when the cupidity of some persons, making injus- 
tice for othen;, eventually resulted in the escape of business deal- 
ing from non-cconomic, that is, from ethical and social sattctioai. 
It is true that the capitalist spirit, as defined most actstely in some 
ways by Werner Soinbart, can be found in the ancient atid medi- 
eval world; it is also true that the earlier Reftirmens were jw un- 
capitalist in their outlook as their predecessors. But somrthitjg wjb 
happening, and it might be epitomized by these senieticea of 
Weber’s: *A state of mind such as that expressed in (he passages we 
have quoted (from Franklin’s Mecma^ Hints and Adt'ke to a foung 
Tradesman) and which called forth the applause of a whole people, 
would both in ancient times and in the Middle Agr.s have been 
proscribed as the lowest sort of avarice and as an attitude entirely 
lacking in self-respect.*** He adds at a later point: ’Hence the 
difference does not lie in the degree of development of any im- 
pulse to make money,’** (as Somtot and Brentano assumed and, 
in consequence, pushed the origins of the capitalist spirit much 
further back*®}, but in the removal of *an ethic based on religion 
which places certain psychological sanctions (not of an economic 
character) on the maintenance of the attitude prescribed by it, 
sanctions which, so long as the religious belief remains alive, are 
highly effective, and which mere worldly wisdom does not have at 
its dispcfflal’.** 

A sifting of the essentials of the controversy and a "eading of die 
documents, in place of projecting upon writers what a critic feels 
sure the writer should be saying out of reU|^ous or social polemic 
attitudes, would, it seems, lead to a consensus of this kind: 

What became economic individualism had been arrived at W 
fore the Reformation, but it was not acknowledged as moral, let 
alone regarded as a contribution to the general g^d. Hie early 
Re&rmcfs were as opposed to capitalist practices as tlto schoolmen 
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had been. The regions under Protestant influence capitulated first 
and co-operated in the transition in a way which has never been 
the case under catholic influence. And this is not just an idiosyn- 
cratic continental opinion. You can find the same judgement in 
economic historians, like Cunningham who wrote of seventeenth- 
century cha’jges in government: ‘The result was an immense 
development of economic freedom. . . . But this step was purchased 
at a heavy price. . . . Under these altered conditions no room wm 
left for authoritative insistence on moral, as distinguished from 
legal, obligations; the success of Puritanism meant the triumph of 
the new commercial morality which held good among monied 
men; capitalists had established their right to secure a return for 
their money, and there was no authority to insist upon any co- 
relative duty when they organized industrial undertakings and 
obtained control over the means of production.’^® 

Ifwould perhaps not be profitable to recapitulate this debate 
any more fully, or to assess the correctness of explaining economic 
changes so largely by religious forces, or to apportion praise or 
blame on this side or that of the religious world. But the issue has 
to be recalled, if only in order to realize that all this literature is 
prompted by a very real question: what could possibly have 
brought about such a radical, unique and extraordinary change in 
human behaviour as that represented by the emergence of econo- 
mic life as an autonomous activity? Their conclusions will not all 
stand, but if Tawncy and the others had done nothing else but call 
attention to the revolutionary character of the transition and to 
the courage it required to break with tradition, they would have 
put into their debt all who desire to understand the turns of human 
history. In order to account for an entirely new relation of econo- 
iruc life to the rest of society tiysy were compelled to seek for an 
influence so penetrating that they had perforce to look for it in 
religion, and thereby they started an inquiry which may throw 
some light upon the significance of changes in the nineteenth and 
tsventieth centurits which, in cardinal though not in all respects, 
arc in the reverse direeflon to those we have been glancing at. 

The* aim of these lectures is to pursue that inquiry into the con- 
temporary situation. In order to estimate the force and meaning of 
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this great reversal, a reversal of all the tenciciieies %vhirh made for 
the independence of economic activity from the total demands of 
society and from ethics, it is necessary to look bark a bit longer and 
consider what a highly specialized, unique atid possibly irrepeat- 
ablc phenomenon the achievement of eeonomir autonotny really 
w«is. When we come to consider the changes of efir own time, 
changes which make for the sulxjrdination of cm hange, selling, 
production and money to other than economic jrrpiirrmmis. 
it is well to do so with .1 clear understanding that svhaf we are in- 
volved in is not a new mutation in the career of the hunian spirit, 
but in some sense a reversion to the kind of society which mankind 
has lived with lor most of its enterprise on earth a condition 
which lias been broken into, and then not completely, by a highly 
interesting and signifu ant interlude. ‘Hie decline of capitalism w 
then to fac regarded not so much as the beginning j»f a new order 
of history but as the end of a short-lived experiment. The budness 
men and the eronomists who stood for the practice anti ihettry of 
the free market in all things, in so far as it efuthl Ire achieved -and 
who regarded it as of the essence of society—'may not deserve, m 
we shall see they did not, all the abuse often levelled at them. But 
of one error they cailnot be excused, though it is the most frequent 
error of the human mind when it is seeking to find a meaning to 
history. It is the error of regarding the relative positions reached at 
a certain time and often contingently beneficial at that lime, as 
having an unchanging basis in Nature or in a pattern laid up in 
the heavens. Even so good a liberal as John Morley realized this; 
*In a word they (the eighteenth-century philosopiiers) fried to 
understand society without the aid of history. Conie({uentiy they 
laid down the truths which they discovered as absolute and fixed, 
when they were no more dian conditional and relaiive.'** 

We have to sec what it was which arose in this earlier period 
and is declining in our own time; then how unusual a develop- 
ment it was in the social history of man; furthtsr what isinvolved 
in the ending of its short life; and finally the significance for religion 
of this turn of events. 

To give a sdcntHic description of capitaluim may be a hopeless 
but we can roughly idendiy as aa hiitorical phetminenoii 
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something which Mr. Tawney has indicated by that term. Werner 
Sombart, in his article in the Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences (1937), 
draws out the confusing career of this word; it was first used widely 
with a controversial force only after the appearance of Karl Mars’s 
Das Kapital and only in the twentieth century did it begin to be 
employed in ftcademic economic discussion.^’' James Burnham, in 
his book, The Managerial Revolution, has given us as good an out- 
line of its salient features as can be had in a small space.”* For our 
purposes it is more to the point to observe that capitalism may be 
used, without bandying words, for one or all of three things: a 
form of economic organization, the mainspring of a certain kind of 
culture, and an outlook on the relation of the material universe to 
human existence. These aspects tu'c intellectually separable; they 
have diflerent historic spans and they arc not coterminous. Con- 
sider, for example, some features of capitalist organization, like 
separation of owners and a labour force working for wages, and 
production for an expanding market. These and other traits could 
well be replaced by other forms of oi^anization while such cul- 
tural results of capitalism as urbanization, subservience of life to 
economic purposes, technical incontinence, standardized recre- 
ations, bourgeois outlooks, continue to inform the succeeding col- 
lectivisms. Or if we look at the philosophy, we find that the 
assumptions of the ‘Manchester School’ about the natural law of 
economics, and self-interest directed by a hidden hand towards the 
general good, had roots in a period which preceded the appearance 
of large-scale manufacturing industry. It was only in this second 
phase that the term capitalism came into use also for the kind of 
society, as aiffccted in its arts, education and daily habits, which 
w<M becoming merely the social clothing of the economic body. 
The three aspects must be distinguished, for their various rises and 
declines do not run together. When the economic organizations 
associated with capitalism are displaced, the cultural ends and 
means are often accepted without question by the following social- 
islf regimes, and the ‘naturalist* philosophies which grew up in the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries to underpin the economic 
age, may have a longer life sdll. 

The feature of this phenomenon which is most germane to our 
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purpose in these lectures is the relative freedom of economic acti- 
vity from social controls and its tiicorctical bulwark in the idea of 
economic life as the operation of natural law rather than a sptem 
developed by men. It might look as if this aspect of the economic 
organization of capitalism were of less concern to the thcobgiaii 
and moralist than the culture and philosophy whitih have been 
connected with its career. But, indeed, the assumption of the. sup- 
posedly secular side of human existence is, or should he, of interest 
to the theologian even if the moralist stops short at a judgement of 
results. For one thing, the assumption that society was best served 
fay all its constituent elements becoming stjbjcct tf» the market, 
where they become prinsarily the material «>f buying and selling, 
was in fact justified by an ethical proposition that there was a 
natural community of interests between the participattjrs in the 
economic part of a society’s life. This was the doctrine of Adam 
Smith, where we find it at its most judicious, and of MandeViile, 
whose Faile of Bees puts it at its most provocative. Ek’sidcs tltc 
ethics there was also a cosmology or philosophy in the mimls of the 
upholders of the free market or laissez-faire. It was the doctrine of 
the hidden hand which, behind the scenes of hunmn will .tnd in* 
tdligence, made all things work together for good whether men 
loved God or not. Th<se axioms seem to us to-day so odd, that w« 
shall later have to ask how men could mistake for Nature and 
account for by an absurd moral calculus, what now appear to be 
the temporary benefits of very contingent circumstances. What 
we are trying to get at now, however, is not the theory behind the 
economy of a Trce-markct-in-all-things*, but the extent to which 
both the practice and the theory belong to a peculiar combination 
of historical circumstances (economic, political, philosophic and 
religious) which, looked at with tl^ eyes of an historian of human 
cultures, must be regarded as a sociological abnormality. 

I am aware that I am making a controversial assumption in sug- 
gesting that the nerve of capitalism is the predominance of market 
relationships over the greater part of the socid field. But it does 
underlie most if not all the characterisUcs which both defenden 
and attackers of capitalism have recognized as belonging to it, 
such as for example concentrated property in the instruments of 
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production, labour as a commodity whose price is regulated by its 
sale in the market, or the pervasive use of money in exchanging 
the products of the division of labour. If we may state the main 
problem set by the capitalist phase of history as the achievement 
of great economic advantages at the cost of colossal social disloca- 
tions, then OHr assumption that capitalism in its total aspect 
means the running of a society as an adjunct of the market rela- 
tionship, helps us to see where the main dislocations lie. A power- 
ful case can undoubtedly be made out for separating the free mar- 
ket economy from other factors which are alleged to have pro- 
duced the dislocations, such as the argument recently advanced by 
Professor Ropkc of Geneva.^® But I have yet to find an answer to 
the case advanced by Karl Polanyi in his study of the Industrial 
Revolution.®® This case draws on history to show that the process 
by which more and more factors in human life become marketable, 
that is to say, subject to price, demand, supply, and exchange, 
reaches its climax of social destructiveness when the three founda- 
tions of society, which are not by their nature commodities, are 
treated as if they were, namely labour, land and money. Professor 
Clapham has suggested that the factory system called for this 
development.®^ Because technical equipment is expensive, large 
amounts of material must be acquired and goods sold- When the 
machine appears, cost is a function of quantity. Therefore all the 
factors involved must be available in the necessary quantities to 
any who can pay for them. There must be no discouraging placards 
‘not for sale’ set up in the inter^ts of the non-economic concerns 
of living — of the concerns of kinship, of neighbourhood, of profes- 
sion or creed. Evcrythii^ must be open to freedom of contract. 
Ixucomes must only be formed through sales of labour or financial 
accommodation and prices must be formed by the self-regulation 
of the market. The organic bonds grown by society were to be 
loosened or snapped and all non-contractual relations discouraged. 

There4s now a large literature from the pens of anthropologists 
anti social historians to show that the domination of social rela- 
tionships by the economic functions is a unique phenomenon of 
the last few centuries; never before our own modem times did sale 
and exchange in the commercial sense constitute more than the 
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fringes of economic life. When all economic rciations trnti to be- 
come market transactions, tlicn the very substance of social living 
is endangered. It is only because, society by its toughness was not 
completely amenable to market economy that capitalism was 
possible even for a short time and has sotne great arhievemeiits in 
the productive field to its credit. A self-regtilating iharkrt sncirly 
has never existed in its entirety; it could be approached aj»d tauiid 
achieve solid results only so far a.s there were underneath it nn«- 
contractual organic bonds (legal, moral and religious), Piretme 
and other economic historians have shown that cotnmerrial trans- 
actions as the predominant form of economir mutuality within 
localities were a late development compared with externa! trade.** 

It can be said that industrial capitalism sw a social system tlitl not 
arrive until the competitive labour market was finally estalilished 
in 1834.** A recent writer on the History of Economics suggests 
that ‘the time which saw the origin of the marginal utility* doc- 
trine, the years 1854-74, mark the climax of capitalist develop- 
ment’.** 

The uniqueness of the phase wc are considering, it.s unnniuratnm, 
as it were, needs perhaps little further emphasis, though the fact 
that this unnaturalness contradicts the whole intellecfual apologia 
for the system is perhaps not made enough of in interpreting the 
ways of the human mind in justifying certain types of behaviour. 
Let us look at the uniqueness a little further: ‘The isolation of 
economic aims as a specialized object of concentrated and system- 
atic effort’, wrote Mr. Tawncy, ‘the erection of economic criteria 
with an independent and authoritative standard of Sfx-iai expedi- 
ency, are phenomena which, though familiar enough in clawica! 
antiquity, appear, at hast on a grand scale, only at a compgm- 
tively recent date in the history ofjater civilizations,’ V and he con- 
cludes: ‘unless industry is to be paralysed by recurrent revolts on 
the part of outraged human nature, U must satisfy criteria which 
are not purely economic.’** • 

We can get an inkling as to how the earlier classical economtsta 
could be brought to regard the free market as the natural state of 
man, if we appreciate that in a sense the science itself can only 
handle those phenomena which approach a state of freedom in 
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exchange and sale. Walter Bagehot realized this, with approbation 
of the new turn in what he regarded as social evolution. In Physics 
and Politics he wrote: there had once been ‘a sort of pre-economic 
a^e when the very assumptions of political economy did not exist, 
when its precepts would have been ruinous and when the very 
contrary prc< 5 :pts were requisite and wise’.“’ Dr. Lowe holds that: 
‘there are some exact laws of exchange. They are calculable in 
objective magnitudes, but they are valid only for one special order 
of the market, based on a particular constellation of sociological 
elements.’**” In other words, the calculability of market relations is 
not to be attributed to the pure essence of economic behaviour but 
to some sociological condition which approaches a pure market 
relationship. ‘In Adam Smith’s time the estates of feudalism were 
already dissolved, the classes of capitalism not yet formed . . . 
never was society nearer to the ideal of perfect equality, and in 
consequence the socialist F. Lassalle thought that ‘in an equali- 
tarian social order the free operation of self-interest could in fact 
be to the common advantage’.®® 

Two other generalizations need recording before we can assess the 
significance in this century of the disappearance of the free market 
as dominating society, and consider its religious implications. 

One is the fact that a century of almost unbroken peace, from 
1815 to 1914, when the market economy did achieve its greatest 
economic triumphs, encouraged the notion that an increase of 
contractual relationships made for the diminution of conflict. Gob- 
den, Bright, Herbert Spencer, J. S. Mill, Proudhon and even the 
Communist Manifesto made this assumption. The notion had a long 
hangover. M a hardened reviewer of books on the great Depres- 
sioji in the 1930’s, I remember the refrain running through most 
of them: ‘economics are good foj peace, politics are bad.’ This was 
perhaps plausible during a certain period of the last century ‘when 
domestic capitalism on the basis of the division of labour among 
the ccoilbmically developed and the backward countries seemed to 
hive room for ever expanding foreign tradc’.®*^ That is to say, the 
aUt^ed ‘eternal’ laws of classical economics, which assumed free 
trade and free compcdiion, were valid onlyHmder certain social 
and political conditions. 


85 



The Great Reversal 

The other generalization of importance for our problem is that 
this uniqueness of the capitalist phase in histor)' is an accompani- 
ment of, and looks as if it belonged inseparably to, a larger setting 
of social development. 

On one hand this phase has historically g<jne with the enormous 
strides taken in technique and science. ‘Only in the ! ist four hun- 
dred years’, writes Karl Jaspers, ‘has a radical diircrcncc between 
Europe and China and India appeared, namely that of ttnivcrsal 
science and technique.’®® Max Weber made it his special interest 
to ask what is peculiar to the West. Why did fapit;ilism arise here? 
and one might add, why is its culture now spreading to the East 
and Africa even though it goes under socialist rather than capital- 
ist aegis? On the other hand, too, this tlevelopment of ewtnomic 
rationality, as Sombart calls the spirit of capitalism, has some his- 
toric connection with the whole devclopnu'nt of the liberal society 
in its positive aspects. These aspects were represented by the pur- 
suit of truth independent of social convenience, by moral criteria 
which are more ultimate than labels of a particular sect strugglinS 
for survival or supremacy in the scramble of life, by a universal 
justice available for, all men by recognition of a certain equality in 
the depth of man’s being which cannot be recognized so long as 
he is seen as nothing but a functional part of a closicd organic group- 
ing. All that characterized civilization as transcending merely 
tribal culture-all this with its roots in Greek rationality, in Roman 
trans-local politics and in Judaco-Cluristian religion-all this is in 
some way the Western achievement par excdlme, and it is out of 
this development that the market economy with its abstraction of 
one element in human society has sprung. This poses part of our 
problem. Can economic liberalism go down without losing firstly 
the advantages of disinterested science and serviceable techniques, 
and secondly such positive aspects of tlic likiral tradition as the 
rule of law and insistence upon the priority of persons over institu- 
tiom? There arc powerful voices on both sidca of the argument. 
Some proclaim that in spite of the social dislocations of the last two 
centuries a free market economy is inscparabic from the liberal and 
democratic values. Others aver that the disintegration of society 
by the hypertrophy of the market economy is kj radical tiiat only 
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by a rigid subordination of the market to social controls for non- 
economic ends will liberty be preserved or recovered. Others, 
again, that the exigencies of economic justice and social cohesion 
are so overriding that the liberties which have gone with the free 
market and are inseparable from it, may well have to be sacri- 
ficed. We shall consider these matters; in particular the questions 
posed by the collapse of the liberal experiment in economic life 
which is known as capitalism, and by the danger of losing the 
elements of the classical, Christian and liberal culture of the West 
along with it. 

This twentieth century of ours is witnessing on a widespread 
scale the disappearance of the economic autonomy of the capitalist 
era. The beginning of this reversal goes a good deal further back.®* 

We may say in fact tliat it began even before tlie high-water 
mark of market economy was reached. Like a famous advertise- 
mentj we can say ‘That’s Capitalism, that was’. 

Society soon began to protect itself from the ravages of purely 
competitive relations. As early as 1795 the Speenham land law for 
a minimum income irrespective of wages prevented labour for a 
time from being treated as a vendible commodity left to find its 
place in the market. 

In the nineteenth century more and more movements arose to 
intervene and interfere with the free play of the market economy. 
Poor relief and other ad hoc measures were part of this trend. Much 
more deliberate were the growth of socialist movements and self- 
subsistence theories such as those connected with Robert Owen in 
this country, with the French socialists and then with Marxist 
communism. The force of these reactions resided and still resides 
in^t least three features: in their response to claims of economic 
justice which*was known to be ipolatcd by the inhumanities of a 
laissez-faire economy; in the extent to which they gave the artisan 
section of society a promise of economic improvement; and, what 
is pcrhaj 5 Si more significant, in a doctrine, especialy in Marxism, 
wnich offered men an explanation of what was happening. This 
opportunity of mental mastery over their fate, compensating as it 
did for the loss of responsibility and sense of significance in work, 
even without great practical results, has been a profound influence 
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in the growth of socialism. As in many other cases in history the 
opponent was not weakened by the attack, it was attacki-d because 
. it was weakened. The explanations otfered for the weakening of 
the capitalist order, such as its interna! crises and diminishing 
loyalty to it, the failure of its prnmisi-s to bring about a steady and 
irreversible march towards universal prosperity, peace and rlenio- 
cracy — the rationale which socialist theories ollcici! of all tins must 
be accounted as one of their greatest assets in winning support. 

But capitalism has had its critics and opponents who air not up- 
holders of socialist theories and collectivist politics, .»nd .is Pro- 
fessor Carr h.as shown, changes in the intern.ifiona! field have 
steadily dt^prive.d the economies of the oliler indnsti i.iHst stn ieties 
of their csstmiia! modes of activity.^* In the work of Peter Drurker 
is to be found a non-socialist diagnosis of what he calls ‘The End of 
Economic Man’.®* An American expert in industrial oiganization 
holds that ‘Modern industrial society suffers from a d.mgenm.*. kick 
of social integration, and certain characteristics of industrial acti- 
vity are likely to increase this condition unless steps be taken to 
prevent it’.®* The main task ofstatesmanshi[j to-day is to find what 
those steps arc to be. Where planning now mostly lakes the form 
of collectivizing an atomistic society already dmr^anKrd in the 
literal meaning of the word, a real leadership commensurate with 
the scale and depth of the problem would imvisage the formidable 
task of re-creating a more natural community so well grounded in 
its biological, community and spiritual foundations, that if can use 
technique and exchange as enrichments without drying up the 
sources of social living. 

The late Professor Elton Mayo who had studied the eflcct upon 
social loyalties of the American factory system had remarkable 
results in giving advice to management as to how, to foster co- 
operative attitudes therein. Having put himself Ui schwl with 
sociologists like Le Play, Durkheim and Christopher Dawson, he 
has shown how rapid industrial and technical development, quite 
apart from economic rewards and penalties, has undermined spda- 
taneous social co-operation such as is universal in pre-capitalist 
societies,®® He reaches two conclusions of some importance. One, 
that both the hypothesis of a rabble of unrelated individuals (which 

s8 



The Great Keversal 

underlies the free-market theories) and the conception of an all- 
powerful state, which arises to re-order the rabble, have the same 
roots — namely weakening of all the natural associative forms of 
human grouping, the family, the church, the club, the guild and 
the university. His second conclusion is that there are two prin- 
ciples of social* organization: that of established society and that of 
an adaptive society. Established societies are those which obtain 
everywhere before the capitalist era, represented by the primitive 
tribe, the early industries of New England and the small Australian 
cities of 1880. He points out that most revolutionary movements 
arc impelled by a desire, largely unconscious, to return from present 
uncertainty to established certainty. They are in fact reactionary 
and the wiser for that. Adaptive society is the one made necessary 
by the transcending of local economies, by specialization in pro- 
duction and large-scale industrial and urban centres. Mayo hopes 
for aft increase in human adaptiveness, for the alternative is, he 
would claim, a loss of the benefits of modern technique, 

I mention this interesting contribution to our subject without 
accepting the latter conclusion. I think a different conclusion must 
be drawn. Mayo’s studies suggest that men can be adaptive in 
some activities in a society which is established in respect of other 
and more fundamental activities. But he counts too much upon an 
unlimited power of adaptation to any change of social structure 
which diminishes its established elements. In fact one of the salient 
factors which accounts for the decline of the firee-market economy 
is that it presumed upon a degree of adaptability which it is be- 
yond the powers of the human being to achieve. For, only when 
men arc settled in some of their relationships are they free to act 
and be adaptive in others. The economic freedom of capitalism 
was possible so long as it did noj occupy the whole field. And the 
market economy as a formative influence on society is now in de- 
cline because its achievements depended upon its resting on top of a 
solid layer of non-economic relationships which it proceeded to 
ohfliterate. A defender of the market economy, Profosor Rdpke, 
has recognized this: ‘It was’, he says, ‘the cardinal fault of the 
old lib’eral capitalist thought to regard the market economy as 
a J#|^ependent process whirring away automatically. It was over- 
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looked that the market represents but one narrow sphere of life, a 
sphere which is surrounded and kept going by a more comprehen- 
sive one; a wider field in which mankind are not merely com- 
petitor, producers, men of business, membcj's of unions, share- 
holders, savers and investors, hut are simply human beings - -men 
as members of their family, as neighlMUjrs, as nu'inlwni of their 
church, as colleagues, as citizens of the communiiy, men as 
creatures of life and blood with their sentiments, passions and 
ideals. That is to say market economy requires a firm framework 
which, to be brief, we will call the anthroptj-sociologiral. If the 
frame were to break, then the market economy would cease to be 
possible.* Rdpke adds: Tt is just because <}f the rotten eomltiiou of 
tliis supporting framework that the liberal eronomic strticture of 
the past, together with its social system, has fallen down,**" He 
does not admit tlic possibility, which I believe must be recognized, 
that the very extension of market ectmtuny, with the merluiniza- 
tion of the industrial revolution, the high degree of specialization 
between economic arccos and between land and city — that these 
things have impaired and eaten into the organic foundations of 
society and could not do otherwise. 

We shall have to return to consider other aspcct.s of this phase of 
the decline of capitalism, aspects which relate the decline to the 
dratruedon of the non-economac levels on which it depended— a 
process continued by its socialist sucemors. Here it is only neces- 
sary to refer to some studies which establish a kind of law of 
diminishing returns— to put it at the mildest — in the development 
of the market economy of industrial civilization. Much has been 
said by Joseph A. Schumpeter on the way in which the succt^ of 
capitalism has broken up its own institutional framework as y^el! 
as the layer of feudal relationships which underlay it.** 

Furthermore, to relate the problem to the converse one raised 
by Mr. Tawncy in his fint Holland I-ectures, it seems that the 
career of capitalism has destroyed and is destroying the dispositions 
which engendered it. The bourgeois dispositions which the capi- 
talist epoch developed were not the same as those which inaugur- 
ated the capitalist enterprise. The seme of being ‘called* to serve 
God and eaum one’s eternal destiny by prowess in die world’s 
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affairs; the ascetic and self-denying habits which made this poss- 
ible; the energy and courage which staked a chance on new busi- 
ness undertakings — all those virtues or vices which Weber and 
Tawney have identified as the psychological springs of capitalism 
— ^represent, however perverted and uprooted from their seed- 
beds, dispositions carried over from the cultures in which the reli- 
gious, heroic, chivalric, adventuring, ascetic and self-denying vir- 
tues were reared. The bourgeois attitude which capitalism has 
fostered in their place is rationalist, bargaining and unheroic. It 
has completely killed the sense of vocation. It has evaporated the 
elementary communal loyalties of the natural man and presented 
him with the dreary alternative of either looking after number one 
only or devotion to an abstract good of the community as a whole, 
which alleged good he cannot see has auiything to do with the 
needs of his family and fellow beings in the concrete. ‘The stock 
exchange is a poor substitute for the Holy Grail,’ writes Schum- 
peter, for there was a psychic disposition in the origin of capitalism 
akin to the quest of the Holy Grail, which the success of bourgeois 
culture has entirely displaced. 

I have suggested four main reasons for the decline of capitalism: 
the hostility it has brought on against itself; the break-up of its own 
institutional fi-amework; its parasitism on the non-economic foun- 
dations of society; and the dissipation of the di^osidons which 
reared and sustained it. 

Whether this diagnosis is correct and complete or not, the fact is 
undeniable that in countless ways — ^by attack, by ad hoe measures, 
by drift — the process of emancipating the economic functions from 
the biological, moral, and community demands of society is being 
reversed. Producing, exchange, professional service — are less and 
less determined in their magnitude and direction by the price they 
can command on the free market, and more and more upon non- 
economic requirements, demands or dictatorial orders. 

Here emerges the serious problem and many subsidiary ones to 
which we shaft give attention, for it raises questions which no reli- 
gious bdftever or moralist or legislator or teacher, can quite ignore. 
While sodety itself is bringing economic life into tutelage again, 
what the twentieth century is tending towards is not what the six- 
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teenth departed from. The question then arise,';: arc the eolicc- 
tivisms of our secularized age in any sense due to tlie pull peren- 
nial needs of man which were ministered to, with all ihcir n udity 
and sinfulness, by the more organic .societies which the rise of 
capitalism tended to dLsintegrate? 

The questions crop up thick .and fast: was the eikiirally norma- 
tive character of economic life in the Middle something 
which can be counted on to return just be<’ause the frrr-markct 
economy which was as.sociated with its disapprar.im r is itself be- 
coming a tiling of the past? Let us pose a deeper question still. I'hc 
independence which economic activities gained was brought about 
within the bounds and ethos of Christendom, and has some rSeri- 
vative links with the classical Christian tradition. And the embed- 
ding of economic processes in non-ccononiic stwia! relations Is not 
peculiar to early or medieval Christendom; it is .i feature of the 
ancient Mediterranean world, of the pagan empires of ajif4|uity 
and of the tribal life of Oriental and primitive peofdcs. We 
may then ask: in what .sense is humanity’.s struggle to recover 
from the dissociation represented by the rise of capitalism, a 
reversion to a state of life which cla.ssical and Christian culture 
transcended? 

When reactions against the free market and its human results are 
seen to be tied up with movements which appear to overturn not 
only the economics of the liberal age but the whole Western tradi- 
tion with its fostering of legality, of science, of the division of 
powers— can we envisage any other result of the submergence of 
economic life in the social structure again, than a reversal of the 
whole civilized enterprise? What estimate of human nature arc wc 
counting on; is it too good or too bad for capitalism? How can hope 
be rekindled when the secular faith in progress is waning? What is 
Christendom, or its remnante, i<5 say to the masses' outside it in 
Asia and Africa who arc now in revolt against the economic forca 
capitalist society has brought to bear on them, while awhc same 
rime they are moved by envy and misguidai emulation of many^if 
its destructive cultural features? 

If the capitalist phase of human history has in it a self-defeating 
mechanism, or to vary die metaphor, if it kicks away the ladder up 
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which it has climbed, is this a universal characteristic of all ad- 
vanced social structures, and can any of its successors escape the 
same fate? These and many other questions arise and cannot 
but bring perplexities to the religious consciousness. 
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CHAPTER 11 


Religious Reactions 

★ 

T he period of capitalist economic enterprise cannot be pre- 
cisely dated. Throughout its career it has existed side by 
side with two other forces: non-economic social structures 
and forms of behaviour which have limited the free pursuit of 
economic advantage, and secondly, a number of economic rela- 
tions not completely determined by the free play of market inter- 
actions. ‘Not until the 1830’s did economic liberalism’, says a 
recent writer, ‘bunt forth as a crusading passion, and laissez-faire 
become a militant creed.’ ^ It took from the sixteenth to the nine- 
teenth century for the new conception of autonomy — ^in this matter 
autonomy of the economic function in society — ^to become em- 
bodied as the formative factor in the workings of modern industrial 
society. 

This conception of autonomy or independence of economic 
forces and motives had fint arisen in connection with trade and 
commerce and only later was it engaged with instruments of pro- 
duction, and last of ail with buying and selling in such basic 
faetpm as land, labour and the means of exchange. The emanci- 
pation of the economic function and its climax in the theory and 
practice of making all relations subservient to the free play of 
market values— this emancipation had considerable religious im- 
plications. ■Not only had economic conduct before the change been 
r^rded as a branch of ethics — this was acknowledged even when 
disobeyed — also, whatever there had been of economic regulation 
and theory had been a normative discipline like the rest of legis- 
lation. The transition from that state of affairs to the modem 
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period meant that this field of human life had no longer to receive 
its warrant from ethical, legal, local or non-rcnnnmir require- 
ments, let alone supernatural ones. This itself posed a problem to 
religious thought. Wc know it was but one element iti a larger pro- 
ce.ss by which many of .society’s functions, like law^ edue.itioti ami 
science, were acquiring thenr independence of an fori.ndiing 
philosophy which was closely geared to Christi.in theology. 

This independenee in the eeonontie sphere was m»f. .is a fact, 
carried out under the impulse of a mo\’e towards atheism. (.>n the 
contrary, its sponsor; elaborated a theology of their own and a 
moral calculus, to juslily this montenfous historical iransition, 
Tho.se early modern economist.s called the Physioerats, who had 
not gone so far from original .s«K-iu! righteousnew; as their siteee.sstirs 
of the classical school, proclaitned a religimis philosophy which 
virtually equated TAywocra/w with 7 hematif\ If amounted to this 
in the words of Mcrcier dc la Riviere: ‘The great order of nature 
which they proposed to inve.sfigatc wa.s to thetn the law whirh 
Providence, the Highest being, the Author of Nature, the Founder 
and Legislator of human society, had given to the universe. .Ml otir 
interest, all our wills tend to unite and to form for our common 
happiness a harmony whidi wc can regard a.s the work of a licnc- 
ficent deity who wills that the earth .should be covered with happy 
men.’ F. Bastiat declared: ‘Tlic social mechanism . . . reveals the 
wisdom of God and proclaims His glory.’ {Ifarmmm iieanmi^ufs, 
and ed., 1851.) This theology of ‘the pre-established h.irmony’ 
with which the Creator makes all men’s uneonfmllcd economic 
impulses minister to the good life, was dominant in the earlier 
commercial period from 1750-60 and then between 18*0 30 
when industrialism was near reaching its climax in a HoikI of pro- 
ductive succffls and social dwltjcation.* 

With regard to this new religious doctrine of the natural world 
as the providential link between the Creator and human sfa iriy— 
God, the world, and society, being three aspect.^ of file tmity of 
existence— it is of interest to note that half-way through the dine- 
teenth century John Stuart Mill came to doubt its validity for one 
part of the economic process: ‘The laws and conditions of the pro- 
duction of wealth partsJee of the character of physical truths ... it 
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is not so with the distribution of wealth. That is a matter of human 
institution solely. . . . The distribution of wealth depends on the 
laws and custofns of society.’® Only the productive part of economic 
activity is an operation of physical laws. Mill is half-way to the 
communist Bukharin, who wrote; Tn a socialist society, political 
economy will lo^e its raison d’etre . . . for . . . the causal consequences 
in the life of the unbridled element will be replaced by the causal 
consequences of the conscious performances of society.’* 

This, however, has carried us for a moment beyond the im- 
mediate point that the system variously called Manchester Econo- 
mics, iaissez-faire or frec-market economy, was held to be the sys- 
tem which Nature herself had dictated. This brings the question 
into close contact with those tlieological traditions which are con- 
cerned in an entirely diiferent sense with the Lex Naturae. Before we 
approach that aspect of our problem there arc some other reasons 
to be listed for seeing how the rise of capitalism and its setting were 
bound to provoke certain religious reactions. First of all there was a 
theological reason. Capitalism was part of the whole movement 
known as liberalism by which the harmony of interests was pre- 
sumed as a metaphysical fact and something to be recovered by 
human nature in its struggle to overcome the dissociative forces of 
egoism, pride and power striving. It was this liberalism which dis- 
pensed with ‘the sacred’ as a real element in existence and gave 
the ‘secular’ all the religious valuations previously accorded to the 
divine realm; which slurred over the contradiction in the centre 
of man’s nature, the tragedy of evil, thinking to overcome it by the 
freedom of reason; it was this liberalism which Newman attacked 
as something in the struggle convulsing European society, which 
brought out the age-long warfare of the Two Cities, the earthly 
and the heaveply — or as R. W. Church put it: ‘the tendencies of 
modern thought to destroy the ’basis of revealed religion and 
ultimately of all that can be called religion at all.’® 

Secondly, there were pastoral reasons. The Christian Church 
had an anxiety over the process by which society ceased to be a 
commmtas commnitatum, its members linked by natural and his- 
toric tics. The su|>ervcning bonds of contract only, which tended 
to make men related only as economic atoms, powerfully burdened 
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the ministerial work of the Church— partly through the tjprooting 
of human beings from a locality, partly through the inner un- 
settlcment it induced. Associative impulses were weakened, to !>c 
replaced by collective cement of cash or state. Karl Mannhriin fuss 
discerned the difference: ‘When the mobile person .jpprarrtl in the 
market place he behaved more and more a.s homn remmims. When 
he came in contact with his neighbours in his private life he 
accepted the ethics of neighbourlinc.ss. When he met people with 
whom he had other social and economic relationships, he changed 
his tactics with every human contact. Occasionally, a not -ton- 
powerful state forcibly interfered by tneans of its taxation, police 
regulations and so on. In private life religion might play a rt»!e, 
and then the contrast between <‘vcryday life anti holidays became 
a growing indication of the gulf between these worlds, just as the. 
separation of the office and the factory from the home played an 
active part in forming a new type of character.’* 'Fhe Church’s 
concern for the break-up of the neighbourly community is not due 
only to immediate professional considerations; it rests ttpon con- 
viction that the tsccessive mobility and change of ‘mask’ which the 
individual person has to make in the multifariou.s contact.? of 
recent times — that these grow to a point at which the human being 
cannot adapt himself without spiritual and mental and often 
bodily sickness. 

In the third place, capitalism grew up, and it.? motive.? almost 
dominated society, as part of the wave which gave so many secular 
disciplines their autonomy, their freedom a.s it were from the apron 
strings of mother theology. We saw in Lecture One that it also cut 
adrift economic life from tutelage to the other social and physical 
realities. The movement by which all economic life became a 
function of the market mechanis^nn was but the most interne phase 
of the bigger movement wherein production and exchange of 
thin^ and energies acquired a life of their own unanswerable to 
political or national exigencies. And this independence of econo- 
mic performance was an achievement of a larger tendency sdll, 
towards the discovery of a secular sphere of existence with valid 
laws of its own and no direct allegiance to a religious pedagogus. 
And so it would be easy to aigue that Ixxause die results of this 
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complete freedom of market economy have been so disastrous, 
therefore insistence upon the self-reliance of the secular order was 
itself a calamity. 

Some critics, I think hastily, have supposed that was what Mr. 
Tawney meant to convey. What he did say was that the Church 
did not work oiJt its ethical and theological teaching on these mat- 
ters to cope with the new situation created by the break-up of the 
medieval relatively-closed units and by the beginning of a world 
market. In default, Mr. Tawney argued, churchmen — raided by 
the influence of salvation doctrines of Luther, Calvin and the Sects 
—dropped this sphere of economic behaviour from the department 
of moral theology — at least in any serious sense. Tt was unneces- 
sary for the Church to insist on commercial morality’, he wrote, 
‘since sound morality coincided with commercial wisdom,* and 
again: ‘In an age of impersonal finance, world markets and a 
capitaKst organization of industry, its (the Church’s) traditional 
social doctrines had no specific to offer, and were merely repeated, 
when, in order to be effective, they should have been thought out 
again from the beginning and formulated in new and living terms. 

, . . The social teaching of the Church had ceased to count, because 
the Church itself had ceased to think.’’ 

A later predecrasor of mine in this lectureship, Dr. A. D. Lind- 
say, as he then was, in his Holland Lectures of 1930 on Christianity 
and Economics,^ raises this question of the autonomy of secular 
spheres. He is not satisfied with what he rates to be Mr. Tawney’s 
demand for a recovery of the old synthesis of religion, politics, 
economics and education. Much gain had been achieved by the 
separation of politics and government from direct religious sanc- 
tions — notably the freedom of the individual. His lectures consti- 
tute an argument that an indirect influence of religion on men in an 
independent economic sphere, nof on the economic sphere directly, 
has the same advantages over the direct authority of ecclesiastical 
ethics in this sphere — the same advantage as he claims can be seen 
in the history of politics. ‘The new relation,’ he wrote, ‘because it 
confines politics and religion to their proper tasks, gives each more 
scope, but it needs far more faith than an authoritative system. It 
a^ far more of the ordinary member of society and it ^va the 
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Church more to do.’ Dr. Lindsay has here raiseei a seriotis matter. 
He has not in my opinion .stated it quite, satisfactorily. For one 
thing, to approve a development btrcau.se it a.sks more t>f men :md 
gives an institution a bigger job, may be the right .utitude when 
restrictive or lethargic circumstances make for .stagnation, ihii to 
make it a general principle i.s too mneh like na’.irding life as an 
obstacle race, the prizes going to those who can em t .tud sur- 
mount the highest hurd!c.s. There are times when the greate.st 
danger comes from sitnatinn.s whiclt liave bertmie too much fttr 
any human being or iastitution to cope with. The mint! of man is 
that part of him which can jump tpuckest; it can set afoot social 
developments which make it impttssible for his w!«>!e being atttl 
his social orgsins to haitdle life with thetn. As a wise schot*! te.iehcr 
once stiid to me of a pupil, ‘her mind has gtme tm smich fasfttr ihtm 
the rest of her’. The que.stion set by Dr. Lindsay's st^lufion of the 
relation of Christianity and Econosnics is the very question set to 
the race of men by the growth of large-scale technical stw iety and 
its social agglomerations. May it not be that man's powers, used 
both directly and also in releasing historical tnomenttims which 
then run on their own, bring about situations which no intelli- 
gence, no moral codes, no planning instittitions, can order in 
the human interest? And this, not only because matt is .sinful and 
imperfect, not because he hasn’t pulled up his socks frequently 
enough to catch up with his technical and .social changes-^but 
because the autonomy of science, economics, politics or education, 
can be an enriching factor only under certain isisttiric conditions, 
when there is behind it all an integrating pattern of life a.s a wiiole? 
When the differentiating proccs.s eventually quite dissolves the 
original unity, then the beneficial effects of tltc differentiation turn 
to destructive ones. It is not the/:juestion whether an authoritative 
Church should take control again. It is the question whetltcr the 
autonomy of the secular functions of society can l>c relied on ptr 
seada seeulmtm to serve human destiny. The twentieth century is 
quite decisively giving a negative answer. This autonomy ofthe 
separate spheres must be stopped, it says, sometimes deliberately 
and with tiheory to back it, more often blindly and unudttingly in 
dealing with ad hoe emergencies. 
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Dr. Lindsay quotes a discerning passage from one of Baron von 
Hiigel’s letters on this subject of the proper autonomy of secular 
disciplines, as a support for his (Dr. Lindsay’s) acceptance of any 
degree to which autonomy might be pressed. Von Hhgel wrote: 
‘Hence if you ask, “Has not religion to do with everything?” 
Eucken would answer, “Most certainly!” If “Docs it not embrace 
everything?” he would say “Yes” and “No”; “Yes” if by religion 
you mean here a notion so all-embracing as to make you respect 
the various laws immanent to all the various departments of life. 
“No” if you mean a set of laws or notions which can be taken as 
the simple regulations and commands of those other laws. Hence 
religion will have to come to see that it cannot attain to its own 
depth, it cannot become the chief thing, if it does not continually 
renounce aspiring after being everything', for it cannot become its 
own fullest self without not merely occasioning the love of the 
GroSs in other departments, but also taking the Cross upon itself 
and then all things will become God for such a faith, and it will 
become the base and transfigurer of things.’® If I may paraphrase 
this eminent Catholic philosopher, he is saying, encouraged by 
Rudolf Eucken, that for the Church to allow the various fields of 
human activity and knowledge to find their own laws and punue 
their own distinctive purposes which are not in the specialized 
sense religious laws or purposes, that is a kind of crucifixion for the 
Church, but it is the losing of its life to find it. 

We shall have to return to this question not only because it is 
one of first-class theological importance, but also because we have 
a situation to-day in which the autonomies won by the liberal age 
are being threatened or frowned upon in the name of social 
cohesion and economic justice. So totalitarian societies tend to 
make sciense and law and bqfiness, as well as religion, merely 
lackc)^ of one overmastering purpose of social solidarity, real or 
alleged. Thfe is a danger to the liberties men have struggled for and 
which in some ways go back to that ‘division of powers’ inherent 
“in the Christian impact upon human societies. 

Again, when the social sciences, in their theoretical and prac- 
tical aspects, had won their independence of one all-embracing 
re%ious conception they soon found themselvts impelled to lean 

4t 



Keligiom Reactions 

on each other for support. Sociolog)', for iostancc, at first hastily 
borrowed its terminology and method from the natural sciences. 
With Herbert Spencer it began to explain its facts in terms of bio- 
logical concepts. Society was envisaged as an organism and, with 
more lasting influence, (he idea of evolution was also appropriated. 
Similarly, Psychology was expounded in ternjs of Physiology or of 
instincts, until Freud brought to an end the pluae which culmin- 
ated in the instinct psychology of KfcDougal! and Tnuter. In more 
workaday spheres, politics came to be very much a way of running 
the economic, process; then art and education were judged as 
assets or liabilities to what was believed to hr econonur progress. 
Altogether the sciences tried to unite along their the«»rctit al edges. 
The attempt wtis foredoomed to failure, because as each science 
became more independent it became more abstract, receding from 
instead of approaching the actual problems of life in the concrete. 
The attempt lingers in the hope that somehow matter and .spirit 
will be found to have met at the scientific antipodes when physics 
and psychology have wandered round the abstract world chasing 
the atom and tire soul, away from the one point at which they do 
meet, human life in its actual setting. It should Ire added that a 
more rigid demand for independence in the sciences, beginning 
obscurely in this century, is renouncing the hasty tcrm-borrowin|p 
and spurious analogies which devastated the sociology of the nine- 
teenth. 

To return from this not altogether irrelevant digression, the rise 
of capitalism, taking place as it did, under the spoiusorship of tlie 
view of the self-sufficingness of the economic reaint, present.'! prob- 
lems with which any intellectual formulation of religion must come 
to terms. And then the revcreal of this movement, the bending of 
economic processes to social ends extra emnurdum, sets a quation 
of some historic complexity, because the tendency to overctnne 
the social dissociations is going on when the pre-cconomte cul- 
ture which that highly significant development of autonomia 
praupposa is being so largely dissipated by its enterprising off<s 
spring. 

It cannot be said that the reU^ous reactions both to the rise of 
economic autonomy with the market economy in particular, and 
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to the reversal of that independence, have taken hold of the ques- 
tion at the level on which I am expounding it. There is no diffi- 
culty in tracking down the reactions on the part of churchmen to 
the rise of economic individualism. They vary from the serious 
Calvinist expiressions of ‘the calling’ to the more philistine genial- 
ity of Richard Steele who wrote: ‘Prudence and Piety were always 
very good friends - . . you would gain enough of both worlds if you 
would mind each in its place.’ Archbishop Whately could say: ‘It 
is curious to observe, how through a wise and beneficent arrange- 
ment of Providence, men thus do the greatest service to the public 
when they are thinking of nothing but their own gains.’ “ 

When we blink at words like those, we should remember that 
such ecclesiastics were doing marvellously well what the Church is 
always being urged by its critics to do, keeping abreast of the times 
and adapting its teaching to the thought of the age. So there is a 
case for a theology independent of the times! Some of the evidence 
that men of the Church saw not much deeper than their age is to 
be found in the last section of Mr. Tawney’s book, and in the 
Hammonds’ books: TAe Bleak Age^* and The Town Labourer. Qjaite 
clearly that age did not interpret the baptismal promise to re- 
nounce the world as including a disentanglement from its assump- 
tions as well as a renunciation of its follies and evils. But there were 
many isolated and powerful protests in the name of humanity. Mr. 
Rcckitt, in the last Holland Lectures, has made a fascinating story 
out of the movement of protest in the Church of England; and M. 
HaMvy, in his study of England in 1815, shows how class war was 
averted by the Methodist Revival — though in the minds of some 
this should be put down not under the heading of protest, but of 
condonation. The ‘Nonconformist’ conscience in England, bound 
up though k was with the Hbefal outlook, was one of the first to 
revolt against the treatment of labour as a commodity.^® The 
Roman Catholics with their Papal Encyclicals on social questions 
and the literature expounding them have produced a large body 
of criticism of the results of liberalism in economics. If much of this 
has seemed somewhat theoretical, it has to be remembered that 
catholic countriest have retained much more of non-market rela- 
tionship in the economic sphere than those whose majority religion 
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was protestant or liberal. Here, for instance, is the rase which 
stimulated Max Weber to make his jjjvestigations of Calvinism. 
An attempt had been made to introduce piece rates in arras where 
a traditional outlook prevailed. The result w.is that the calludie 
women workers in certain sections where the new principle of in- 
creasing one’.s earnings had not yet Iktij re.ili/ierl, stopped their 
work a.s soon as they had earned the amount needed for their cus- 
tomai’y leve.l of maintenance. Even eapitalism can function only 
when it simultaneously rreates the correspiuuHjig Imman type 
which in the earning of money is dominated by the principle of 
‘more and more*. 

On the issues I have tried to draw out of this piece of social his- 
tory, I will .sel<!Ct two state!ncnt.s which show early evidence of a 
consciousness of them. William Emmanuel von Kefteler.a German 
Catholic Bishop, wrote in 1869: ‘The Physiocrats of the last cen- 
tury’ (and he might have added, the classical Erniiomy of his own) 
‘made the organization of labour responsible for all the economic; 
ills of the people, instead of looking for their true origin in its 
degeneration, its egotistical ossification and in the patent fact that 
their organization had not developed to meet changed conditions. 
And so they annihilated the grand constitution of labour handed 
on to them from the Kfiddle Ages. . . . This demolition they caUed 
restoration of the natural order — geumnemnt de la mlure^ , . . 
Complete disorganization of the state, of society and of labntr; the 
powers of the state vested in a burcaucnific officialdom on the one 
side, and on the other the unbridled comfretillon amongst the 
people dissolved into isolated individuals under the sole control of 
an absolute monarch or an equally absolute National Assembly— 
this is the natural law of the revolution. Such, too, is the .spirit of 
liberalism, not merely the spirit ofits economic teachings but also 
of its political and social theories. The tendency of our limes to 
return to corporative forms, far from being a product of Uberalism, 
is on the contrary a reaction against the unnaturalntas cf its pre- 
tended natural law.’** 

Allowing for a tinge of romanticism in this statement and a ten- 
dency to attribute changes too much to die theoretical exponents 
c^a change rather than to sec them as wrought by historical forces 
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— allowing for these defects, von Ketteler’s point is not very differ- 
ent from that made in the Communist Manifesto of Marx and Engels, 
where we read, ‘the bourgeoisie, whenever it got the upper hand, 
put an end to all feudal, patriarchal, idyllic relations, pitilessly tore 
asunder thejmotley feudal ties that bound man to his “natural 
superiors” and left remaining no other bond between man and 
man than naked self-interest and callous cash payment’. Again we 
may put in a caveat to the efl'ect that this is polemic exaggeration, 
for no society has ever run for a week with nothing but cash 
economic relations. It is of some consequence to note that, as von 
Kettelcr detected, laissez-faire in economics was not incompatible 
with a powerful bureaucratic state machine. 

The other pronouncement I would adduce comes from England 
and tells another way with regard to the state. It is from Samuel 
Taylor Coleridge, who is in many ways the fountain head of Chris- 
tian* social criticism of industrial society in England. In 1817 he 
delivered his iMy Sermon Addressed to the Higher and Middle Classes on 
the Existing Distresses and Discontents. Therein he lays most of the 
distress of the time to the door of the commercial and credit system. 
‘I shall perhaps be told’, he says, ‘that the very evils of this system, 
even the periodical clash itself, are to be regarded as so much 
superfluous steam ejected by the escape pipes and safety valves of 
a self-regulating machine . . . that in a free country all things find 
their level. But persons are not things — ^but man does not find his 
level.* Another passage declares: ‘There is surely no inconsistency 
in yielding all due honour to the spirit of trade, and yet charging 
sundry evils which weaken and reverse its blessings on the over- 
balance of that spirit, taken as the paramount principle of action 
in the nation at laige.’ And this is the chief point he makes: the 
causes of the distress seem to hijn ‘resolvable into the overbalance 
of the commercial spirit in consequence of the absence or weakness 
of the counter-weights,’ Mr. Cyril K. Gloyn, whose book on The 
Church in* the Social Order^ a study of Anglican Social Theory from Coler~ 
hige to Maurice, called my attention to this passage, summarizes 
Coleridge’s thesis: ‘The growth in influence of the counter-weights 
— ^the ancient feelings of rank and ancestry, a philosophical class 
and religion — ^has not kept pace with the development of the spirit 
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of trade.’^* Coleridge’s own words arc: ‘The. spirit of commerce is 
itself capable of being counteracted and enlightened by the spirit 
of the state.’^® It looks as if Coleridge is concerned with the spirit 
of the state in the more organic and historic sense of the fattieriand 
or nation, rather than as the. overriding governmental function 
which Kettclcr rightly saw as an aid ti> the soi dismt 'tiattiraP free 
play of economic forces. Coleridge, had learnt nnu:h from those 
apostles of nationality in Germany, like the Lutheran minister, 
Johann Gottfried Herder, whose doctrine of the loM was perverted 
by the National Socialists a cenlmy and a half later,'* 

It was useful to look at a few typical religious reactions to the 
rise of capitalism, for they raise issue.s which meet tss when we 
come to assess the religitms reactions to its decHue. I leave on one 
side those who defend the epoch of economic cotnpetition <jut of 
mere self-interest or timid fear of change, or because if still enables 
church organizations to draw on the accumulated wealth of the 
community made available by industrialism. We shottld perhaps 
in fairness reason with other Christian pcrson.s who tjclievc that 
any system of economic re!atioiwhip.s only requires the .spirit of 
stewardship to make it human, obHviou.s of the fact th.at tiwner- 
ship under the monopolistic results of the free market, with colassal 
inequality of economic power-— that such owtiership cannot be a 
stewardship, it can only be a dictatorship, as Mr. Rcckitt averred 
many years ago. I leave on one side those valiant Christians who 
maintain their belief in a ‘market economy’ because there only, it 
seems to them, can free cnterpri.se and the pioneer spirit thrive— 
and are not these thin^ akin to the venture of faith which the 
Gospel enjoins? Such men arc not to ^ snapped into silence, for 
they have hold of a truth; but they need to be reminded that the 
pioneers pioneered in business in order that their children might 
not have to pioneer so hard and with so many risks; and therefore 
to fear demoralizing effects of increased security is too much like 
asking for quadons in order to ask more questions insteathof for an 
answer— which typifies so much the kind of religion of keeping or 
keeping on, gently but firmly parodied in Mr. C. S. Lewa’s Th$ 
Great Divorce, They also have to be reminded that there should be 
enough in the realms of the spirit to give aterdse to the pioneer 
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impulses if it is wanted, without the scramble to find and keep a 
place in the economic system. To-day, however, it looks as if 
the spirit of enterprise will be called for in a new direction. If 
society is to offer increased security, it cannot neglect the need 
for repeated obedience to laws of the universe which operate in 
the earth’s lite, in community and in the realm of the spirit; and 
that obedience is to the man of the modern world so much against 
the grain that submission to it is a kind of pioneering. 

To get another objection out of the way, Christians have no 
business to be resisting the suppression of the free play of cconomc 
forces by more collective movements on the ground that these are 
materialistic. For one thing, they are materialistic largely (if that 
is a fault in the eyes of a religion of the Incarnation and Resurrec- 
tion) because they are heirs of the same materialism, or virtual 
atheism, as the forces of developing capitalism were. This is not to 
say that men in bourgeois society were all materialistically minded 
or atheist; it is to say that the theory which justified the capitalist 
experiment and regarded it as the fulfilment of humanity, and the 
view of man which it took for granted, were at variance with the 
Christian conception of the world and the human being. Besides, 
every human action and every historic movement, whether its 
attention is directed to material facts or the Kingdom of Heaven, 
is a spiritual phenomenon. For human life is distinguished from 
the rhythm of Nature only because man is a spirit-centred organ- 
ism. He can only hold a materialistic creed because he approaches 
the physical substratum of things from a vantage point outside it.^® 

Now, we can turn to our main concluding considerations. In so 
far as the outlook which gave autonomy to the secular spheres, 
when it worked out to its most intense artificiality in the market- 
ableness of all economic factors— in so far as this is inimical to man, 
in the estimate of the Ghrfetian mind, both for reasons of doctrine 
and because of its effect on men, then, it might be asked, is not the 
great reversal of all this Just what Christian advocacy should sup- 
, port? That would be delightfully simple and I should have no 
more to say. For the r<st of these lectures are to discuss the com- 
plexities arising out of that question with the hope of disentangling 
some of them. The main point here to be emphasized is that the 
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great reversal— the various protections society is producing as anti- 
dotes to the disintegrating results of autonomous ee; nomic proresses 
— that reversal is not embedding economic life again in the whole 
social organism from which the, Eniighfenmcnl em.iurip.ued it. 
What the dcclin<^ of capitalism is making for is not what the rise of 
capitalism made away from. 

First of all, when we arc seeking to Judge the ftirce. validity and 
fidelity to Christian truth, of movements and epochs, any identi- 
fiable period has to be .seen as having not one but srvrr.d layers to 
it, and those layers may represent dilTerent roinplemenf;Uiy and 
sometimes opposing j>rineiplrs. And movements which seek to 
change or overturn existing or prcvi<ius structures are often in- 
formed, in another layer of their existence, by the. same assump- 
tions as those obtaining in the disfovoured past. It i,s these assump- 
tions common to two contending positions whtcli arc most fre- 
quently regarded by the devotees of each as part of the natural 
order. We will now use this realization of dilferent layers in a 
period, to see the source of much confusion about the religious 
reactions wc arc cndctivouring to understand. 

The period of capitalism, as wc may call the latter half of the 
eighteenth and most of the nineteenth century, has much else in 
its economic and social structure besides the free interplay of 
marketable commodities and services. Underneath that, and keep- 
ing society together, were tics and responsibilities surviving from 
the feudal and local social structure. Undcrneatii it, too, were dis- 
positions and spontaneous social disciplines reared in towm and 
localities, small enough to constitute what the soeiohigists call an 
‘aMcssment group’ where every member is under moral and social 
assessment by his community fellows. That wisat father of modern 
sociology, Frederick Le Play, and his disciple Emile purkheim, as 
well as experts like Karl Mannheim, have made clear Uiat only 
because of this non-capitalist sub-structure, was the market econ- 
omy possible on top of it. Wc considered earlier how the virtues 
which produced the pioneering spirit of capitalist enterprise were 
those engendered by the communal sense and asceticism of an 
earlier period — and that the product dissolved Its own primary 
ingredients. There was also much rcHgioa and the ethics of Chris- 
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tianity informing persons in the capitalist era — and much unpaid 
public service. Many of these survivals have been all but destroyed 
by the march* of economic and technical society. 

When men, therefore, compare this immediate past with the 
present or with what they see of the near future, unless they dis- 
tinguish various layers they take one or other over-simplified atti- 
tude. Seeing the liberal age in a lump they see it before the com- 
mercial and technical organization has eaten too far into the 
organic foundation. Then they say it was not so destructive a 
period as the present; they attribute the destructiveness to the 
forces transforming the liberal economic age into a collectivist 
economic age, whereas the disruptive forces do but continue at a 
deeper level what was started in the period revolted against. Or, 
such observers, aware of elements of stability and natural com- 
munity in the growing and most-developed period of capitalist 
industrial economy, attribute this element of health to the free 
play of pecuniary and trading motives, whereas these could achieve 
a certain independent life and considerable productive success only 
because they stood on what they inherited. There are to-day some 
schools called the ‘Edward the Sixth Schools’; they are so called 
not because he founded them; they are the schools Edward VI 
did not destroy. Similarly, the things we often see when we look 
back to the great capitalist era — the unities grown out of kinship, 
neighbourhood, craft, profession and faith — the soil out of which 
ail society, however enterprising, must grow — these are the thinp 
which capitalism had not yet destroyed, though it was in process 
of doing so. 

Another possible error arising out of the failure to distinguish 
levels in an historic period is the habit of attributing the inhuman 
and dissociadog effects of the frec-market economy to what is in 
fact the opposite principle of rodtedness which informed the less 
conscious foundations of that age. Thus, socialist critics arc in- 
clined to sail ‘capitalism’ all that preceded the present revolt 
s^inst it. 

Again, you may argue that society is now succeeding in varying 
degrees 'in bringing economic forces under social direction and 
control— subordinating the principle of gain to that of social 
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solidarity as a determinant of value— and dial therefore this re- 
versal is a recovery of natural community relations or a stage on 
the way thereto. This erroneous dedticiion ignores the same 
phenomenon of varying layers in a social roniigtnation. The tran- 
sition from unimpeded monetary motives in remromic life to such 
things as state ownership and directH»n of produrtion and trade, 
protection of enipluymetit whether if pays or not, ami incomes 
partly independent of earnings— in hri«'f, to controlled ecrmoiny— 
this transition represents a ehange in ecotiomir organi/.ation. 

However great that change inorgani/afinn. it f.ikes place within 
a common factor of stjcia! culture which Inul already given the 
new society a stnu ture quite unlike that <jf the past. We may cal! 
tliis new structure and its culture, which is ctunuum to both capital- 
ist and socialist phases, by the name of Bourgeois Society, in .spite 
of the determination of socialist analysis to confitie it to the former. 
It is true that a number of the earlier socialist.s in Ktighmd, like 
William Morris and Jolin Ruskin, hated this Ijourgeois culture and 
hoped that the transition to soeialism would replace tmuives of 
monetary gain, commodity hedonism and tnere teclmical expedi- 
ency by a spirit of neiglibourliness concerned with man’.s itighcr 
faculties, artistic intcrc.st and production done for its own excel- 
lence. Such a hope was soon disrourag<-d by die actuiU trend of 
socialist movements which everywhere, with insignificant excep- 
tions, seemed bent upon socializing the structure and culture 
which the capitalist age had inaugurated. So it came to this. On 
both the liberal and collectivist side.s of the tramsiiion there 
were operating the same forces ulTee ting the cultural patterns and 
social relations of men. These forces were at variance with those 
which capitalism had inherited and with which it li%'cd and on 
which it counted, in spite of thq contradictory principles in what 
capitalism was making for and what it was standing on. The cul- 
ture and dispositions of the bourgeois society steadily displaced the 
inheriited ones, and it has had to wait for its second phase— namely 
the socialist phase— to see them almost completely disappear. 

The social historian, if his sweep is wide enough and his insight 
deep enough, is bound to be more impressed by the similarity in 
style of capitalist and socialist society than by thdr organizational 
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differences. He is more impressed by the contrast between indus- 
trial culture in both its phases and that of mankind during most 
of its histoiy than with the apparent similarity of the capitalist age 
to its predecessors. He sees that this alleged similarity is made to 
appear a real one, both by a polemic socialist interest in identifying 
all pre-socialist forms of society as equally exploitative, and by a 
more general confusion of two things which overlapped one another 
for,a time until their incompatibility worked itself out in the vic- 
tory of economic, contractual and mere citizen relationships over 
the older doim^stic, hicT-arcluc, I<jcal and status groupings. 

In order to estimate whether the forces of dissipation or recupera- 
tion are the stronger in the transition, it is necessary to look behind 
the differences of economic and political organization which dis- 
tinguish capitalism from socialism. Such an estimate can only be 
reached by assessing how far bourgeois society can stand on its own 
feet, even with the crutch of state collectivism, after it has all but 
destroyed the pre-economic social bonds. 

It is possible, in the light of this preliminary examination, to see 
why some of the main religious reactions to this complicated bit of 
social history often seem to have an ambiguous and changing 
character. In the period of the rise of capitalism there were, as we 
have noticed, two religious voices. One accepted the philosophy of 
the new economic system and acclaimed it to be a reflection of 
Nature as ordered by the Creator. This voice also admonished 
men to take their lot submissively. ‘Christianity’, wrote William 
Wilfaerforce, ‘reminds the lesser orders that their more lowly path 
has been allotted to them by the hand of God; that it is their part 
faithfully to discharge its duties and contentedly to bear its incon- 
veniences; that the present state of things is very short; that the 
objects about which worldly men conflict so eagerly are not worth 
the contest . . . and finally that alf human distinctions will soon be 
done away.’‘* 

This attitude, it has been justly pointed out, might have some 
validity in the simple frugality of a settled community, but amid 
the scramble of the transition to industrialism ‘there could hardly 
be a more disastrous way of commending spiritual truth to a popu- 
lation’. It is an attitude taken over from a pre-market age where 
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fidelity in one’s status had some cogency, and it was then applied 
to a different condition where submissivcncss was against (he tenor 
of an epoch — an epoch in which prosperity was the prize of econo- 
mic enterprise and where neglect to rise in the economic scale in- 
curred the penalty of remaining among the submerged prtslctariut. 
But there was sufficient of (he pr<'-industrial pattern still surviving 
to give this attitude some moral plausibility and to explain the 
confusion. 

On the other side, the Hammonds, whose chapter cm Religion 
in The Bleak Age is critical enough of the clergy, point out that 
many a parst>n and magistrate spent his days in deljating remedies, 
and how in the ’forties ‘The Vicars of Leeds, Bradford, Wakefield, 
Huddersfield, Dew.sbury and of many smaller towns, arted as 
chairmen regularly at meetings for the 'IVn Hours Bill. . . . 'i'he 
Church paper, the Gitardim^ gave strong support to the Bill.’ ('fhe 
Factory Act of 1847.)*° There was another apparent anibigtiity in 
the religious reactions to the later developments of capitalism. 
Methodism, in the early nineteenth ccntuiy, while spon.soring the 
motives that made the industrial age, also provided by its own 
religious fellowships a substitute for the more organic unities of 
earlier periods.** Evangelicalism has thus at the same time been 
harshly judged for accepting the social relations of capitalism and 
complimented for being in M. Hal^vy’s phrase 'the moral cement 
of English Society’. Then, again, churchmen who were opposed to 
‘the reforms* of radicals like Jeremy Bentham were moved to their 
opposition by a realization that both the industrial development 
and the reforms which purported to humanize and liberate it from 
feudal shaeWra, were tarred with the same rationalist and utili- 
tarian brush. ‘The Church of England,' writes Professor Grcen- 
slade, ‘especially in its bishops, was against the latter (social and 
parliamentary reform) wrongly but sincerely, for the bishops 
could have won an easy popularity by voting for it in the Lords. 
Early in the century, while, as we tend to forget, England was 
mainly agricultural and most of the clergy still lived in the coun- 
try, the Church wanted to protect agriculture and feared con- 
cessions to the manufacturing interest. It could not line up with 
the Benthamite prophets of industrial progress.*** 
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In the same half of the century, Coleridge, Thomas Arnold and 
the Oxford High Church Movement stood for a reaction against 
individualism’ through their emphasis upon the organic and his- 
torical character of society. In their implied criticism of purely 
economic and ^contractual bonds they anticipated the ‘socialism’ 
of the later nineteenth century. The ambiguity of the situation is 
seen in the fact that these men and movements were considered 
‘reactionary’ by the growing industrial and commercial interests 
and by the radicals who were beginning to misapply the doctrines 
of biological evolution to the history of societies. Had Marx and 
Engels been aware of thc.se religious forces they would no doubt 
have named them under the heading of ‘Reactionary Socialism’ 
which they gibed at in the third part of the Communist Manifesto. A 
similar situation has arisen in the twentieth century when the in- 
roads of industrial and trading economy dissipates the tribal order 
and social cohesion of native peoples. African bishops told me in 
1948 that when they voiced their genuine alarm at the uprooting 
of Africans by the supplanting of native society by commercial and 
wage relationships, along with monetary taxation, they were 
answered: ‘Oh, you arc reactionaries; you are trying to keep us 
back.’ Perhaps socialist criticism of capitalism could have stood on 
stronger ground, endured fewer intellectual confusions and suf- 
fered less emotional ambiguity, if it had admitted that socialism 
was a reactionary movement, and the better for that! As it is, it has 
attached itself to an evolutionary or progressive ideology, and in 
consequence seems chained to a kind of historic determinism 
which makes it necessary to give societies the capitalist disease 
before it can administer the socialist cure. And perhaps it is social- 
ism which will universalize the bourgeois culture whose capitalist 
organization k set out to supplant. 

In the middle of the last century when thinkers were still making 
stmight moral and social judgements about the trend of events, 
without the later attempts to be scientific and wrap their judge- 
ments in the guise of social evolution or dialectical inevitablencss, 
there wm no embarrassment in linking pre-capitalist norms with 
post-capitalist aims. The new State Philosophy, of which the 
Factory Act was the overt symptom, was vwdely acclaimed as a 
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correction of recent tcndencics—it harked back In a norm which 
had been departed from. Among Englislt churchmen there was 
plenty of testimony in this direction. Frederick Denison ^fauricc, 
writing in 1848 and 1852, declared: ‘I must have Monarchy, Ark* 
tocracy and Socialism, or rather Humanity, recognized as neces- 
sary elements, as conditions <»f an organic Clhrislian Society.'®* 
Here we have the expression of a view which can link some of the 
pre<apita!ist features of society with tlic adumbrated post-capital- 
ist state philosophy of the future. 

A more specific question was the proletarian condition of the 
worker who was gaining economic frecdtim while losing security 
and status. By the dissolution of all claims upon society except 
tho.se he could purchase with hk wag<*, he tended to he left with 
nothing on which he could count as a right; everything had to be 
earned by selling the labour power which was inseparable from 
himself. The evil of a proletarian loss of status was a main'ictiunt 
against capitalism made by hfarx and the early communists; but 
the condemnation of prolctarianism was taken up later by the 
Guild Socialists who numlwred many churchmen and who un- 
successfully sought to divert British labour from state collectivism 
to the recovery of authentic artisan statu,s ilirough indu-strial cor- 
porations. There was a strong Christian prote.st, if not very wide- 
spread, against the entire dependence of livelihood upon the price 
that labour would fetch, as if labour were but another completely 
marketable commodity. This found utterance in such .statements 
as this one of J. M. Ludlow’s, the barrister who in fact inaugurated 
the modern Christian Social Movement in the Church of England. 
‘The condition of the wag<s receiver is not to me an ideal for the 
worker. It is a sort of washed out slavery.’** 1 'hen there was Bishop 
B. F. Wcstcott who, addressing the Church C<mgr<'ss of 1890, .stud: 
‘Wage labour, though it appears to lie an inevitable step in the 
evolution of society, is as little fitted to represent finally or ade- 
quately the connection of man witli man in productiofl of wealth 
as in earlier times .slavery or scrlUom.’** If i.s noteworthy that 
Westcott, like Marx, was so much a child of hk age that he could 
not help confusing his moral judgements by bringing in the notion 
of inevitable steps in the evolution of society. 
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It was this sense of the iniquity of rootless men having only their 
bodily labour to bargain with which led some churchmen to wel- 
come a movement which would restore to men some status as 
citizens which they could not attain as functioning members of the 
community. ‘The State must take up her neighbourly responsi- 
bility’, wrote Scott Holland, *or it can never be taken up at all. 
But this is Socialism, you cry. Exactly. This is the irresistible verity 
on which socialism has seized.’^’ 

irhis faith that ‘the State principle’ would restore the social 
bonds which a hypertrophied market principle had weakened 
continued to inspire an influential group of churchmen as well as 
many secular idealists. But after 1914 it began to appear that it 
was not so straightforward to equate tlie ‘State principle’, coming 
on top of capitalism, with the real social principle. Confidence in 
state collectivism became more guarded and hesitant, even among 
those who saw no other way to accord justice and status in econo- 
mic relationships — a concern which all the Churches voiced with 
a pamful conscience in connection with the tragedy of wide-scale 
unemployment. New and serious considerations were being raised 
which obscured the over-simple alternative of market economy or 
state socialism in the minds of Christians who gave thought to 
these things. 

For one thing, it appeared that collectivist economics were 
being tried out under some of the assumptions of the capitalist 
period, assumptions which seemed inimical to the moral stature 
and social needs of men and to the reproduction of the real econo- 
mic basis of all systems. Here was the same encouragement to 
motives of commodity hedonism; the same reckless dissipation of 
man’s estate; the same impulse to over-develop the technical side 
of life at the gxpense of the biological, community and spiritual 
substance of society; the same Arrogance of industrial nations 
wj^ich disregarded their agronomic foundations and expected the 
rest of the world to provide them with food and raw materials on 
their own terms; the same economic rationalism holding that 
state-planned prossperity in place of enterprise prosperity would 
content 'the human being and bring out his native associative im- 
pulses; the same perfectionism which believed that now at last 
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human life had found in organization the solution of its inner 
conflicts. 

The realization that these tendencies were not tonfmed to a 
free-market economy but would be furthered under coHeefivist 
regimes, opened up questions not of this or that org.mization of 
industry, but of the nature of industrialism itself. Home lendenrics 
which began under eapitalisin appeared in sliont ttp with greater 
force with the succeetling collectivist trends. Xot only e.jpjtajist 
society but the whole hi iurg«'ois culutre in both pliases seemed to be 
suffering from contradictions within it. The socialist aim, based on 
the same radical hopes with which capitalist enterprise hatl been 
imbued, was founded upon a certainty fd unceasing all-round 
wealth, the superior wisdom of p('pu!.ir government anti the 
greater peacefuh»e.<8 of de.mocra tic pditic.s. History wa.s beginning 
to shake these certaintits. I'he modern ecotiomic tnan brought up 
with sublime confideticc in the power to arratige his own tlc.stiny 
in the world, finding the hopes of a whole epoch thwarted, suf« 
fered the feeling of a sharp slap in the face. There grew imper- 
ceptibly a sense of homclc.ssness and purpnselessrw\s.s in the econo- 
mic age, and for the more thoughtful this raised a doubt whether 
the whole of Western culture had any future. A weakening of 
points of support in marriage and the family, in local autcmomics 
and in corporate responsibilities in areas of life smaller than the 
state, took place between the bleak alternatives of bare market 
relationships or bare citizen status, and insinuated a cryptic re- 
sentment against things in general. As the resentment became more 
acute, it wms projected with greater bitterness against class oppon- 
ents, foreign peoples or upon one’s own national community, 
leading to a widespread fifth-column mentality. 

Problems like thac pressed the religious consciou-sness which 
was directed to such matters, to' penetrate to a deeper level than 
that on which the organizational struggle between capitalism and 
socialism was being staged. Some of the issues they present will 
occupy later chapters, but this one may fittingly conclude with, a 
general statement of three specific reasons why the decline of capi- 
talism calls for religious concern and interpretation. 

In the first place, capitalism was in theory associated with In- 
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dividualism, and so its decline is in practice making for the total 
state. The transition from one to the other has made clearer to the 
religious mirfd that tlte principle of the omnicompetent state and 
the myth of the self-sufficient individual are both twins of the same 
parentage, that of naturalist humanism which distils from human 
life in its biological, community and spiritual setting, the two 
abstractions of individual and state which the reason can encom- 
pass. The significant contrast is between the historically grovra 
associations held in a loose unity by a state responsible to a higher 
principle on the one hand, and absolute individualism or absolute 
{'taiisme on the other. 

Then, secondly, the Christian Church has a stake in a society 
where there is a plurality of powers, not chiefly because the Church 
must have her own warrants apart from the realm of Caesar; 
mainly because only when social power is divided — by constitu- 
tionai recognition and by strong vitalities in the domestic, pro- 
fessional, artisan, and intellectual functions — only then is the per- 
son sufficiently free from overwhelming social pressures to pursue 
his religious, artistic and scientific purposes for their own valid 
ends. It was not socialism, it was capitalism that began to disin- 
tegrate these counterweights to the state. But this process goes on 
under collectivist auspices. 

The third serious factor in the age of transition is this: capital- 
ism and early socialism were informed by the clear rationalism of 
the Enlightenment. Whitehead, in Adventures of Ideas, makes plain 
that this rationalism, as it affects Europe, came from the medieval 
scholastics’ refurbishing of Greek rationality. Because this rational 
handling of life at first made obeisance to the organic, non-rational, 
super-rational realities it could win many triumphs. When it took 
over most of4,he field, or sought to do so — and did this under the 
banner of freedom — then it wasTound that this freedom gave rein 
not only to reason but also to the dark forces in man and gom- 
munity. We have what has been called the Return of the Demons, 
'^e uprush of irrational powers. 

Religion could handle these and so make possible the liberation 
of reason, but reason itself cannot subdue them. So in this crisis 
of our time Religion and Reason are on the same side, 
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CHAPTER III 


Aims and Axioms 


Tir 7"hy the Liberal Era could do without Religion’ is the 
\/%/ heading of a section in the late Professor Karl Mann- 
▼ f heim’s Diagnosis of Our Tinted His explanation is that a 
liberal and competitive economy and its society can function 
quite* well with neutralized values as long as there is no threat from 
within or without which makes a basic consensus imperative. He 
adds: ‘It is not a matter of chance that both Communism and 


Fascism try to develop and superimpose a pseudo-religious integ- 
ration in order to create a psychological and sociological back- 
ground for planning.’ Mannheim’s concern is that ‘democratic' 
societies shall not succumb to attack from totalitarian regimes, 
and therefore that these liberal communities shall be integrated on 
those deep levels on which religion integrated pre-industrial soci- 
eties. It is arguable that this eminent thinker has not contributed 
much guidance in this task because he has not satisfactorily 
answered his own question: ‘Why the Liberal Era could do with- 
out Religion.* It is not much help to say it survived until threatened 
by rivals, for the rivals to the liberal society arose because of its 
cnfccblemenc. The rivals are tvjp: the non-liberal, tight, unitary 
systems which arose within the area affected by the age of liberal- 
iSfn, partly in protest against and partly in fulfilment of the 
mechanizSltion of culture; and, secondly, the rise to power of Slav, 
Eastern and other peoples who have never passed through the 
liberal experience but are now using many of its intellectual and 
technical results. 

The answer to the question why the era of philosophical radicaJ- 
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ism, of politicai liberalism and economic free enterprise could do 
■without religion is that, in a sense, it didn't. We have already 
glanced at the cosmological deism of the hidde!i hand and the 
ethical doctrine of the identity ol' interests. The fact is that what 
Mannheim calls mitral values were that which the representative 
figures of the liberal outlook believed to be a n-sidue, belonging to 
man and Nature a.s* .such, when the tradifiojial. snprrnaniral and 
ecclesiastical beliefs of a particular histtvicjil period hatl been dis- 
carded. The remainder of such a subtraction sum is, however, not 
Nature, but tltc aims of a tradition without its axioms. These ainw 
live on for a while until they are displaced by new aims tnorr in 
keeping with the new axioms that have replaeetl the tliscarded 
axioms. 

Before illustrating this proposition, I call attention to one of the 
fullest treatments of the debt of the liberal agt? to the traditional, 
classical and Christian past against which it revolterl. It is'to be 
found in the works of Mr. Christopher Daw.son, e.speciaUy Progress 
(Old Religion and The Judgment of the Maihm. From the latter take 
this passage: ‘W'hcn we speak of the followers of the new religion 
of progress as “pagans” we are using the word in a tlifl'erent sense 
from that of the ancient paganism. l..ocke and Franklin, Rousseau 
and Lamartine, J. S. Mill and Guizot and dc Tocqucvilic were a 
great deal further removed from paganism than were their medi- 
eval ancestors. They were indeed still Christians of a sort, even 
though they no longer believed that they believed. To-day this 
type of sublimated Christianity is discredited. In fact it has been 
the object of a sharper and more intense criticism than dogmatic 
Christianity. It is easy to understand that this change has been 
welcomed by pious Christians as a sign of religious revival and of 
a reawakening of religious faith. It is, however, nothing of the 
kind. It simply means that the di.sintcgrating movement which was 
first directed against institutional and dogmatic Christianity has 
now been concentrated against the Christian ethos and the moral 
and humanitarian idealism that was derived from it.** 

We considered in the two earlier lectures how the capitalist 
phase of the liberal age presupposed the social structures inherited 
&om the ancient and medieval world; that it counted on the 
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solidarities and dispositions thus inherited as if these would always 
be there. These were not therefore thought of or talked about. Wc 
might say they were part of liberalism’s unconscious. On top of the 
organic, civic, domestic and craft society was reared the tremen- 
dous superstrxjcture of economic enterprise, political democracy, 
intellectual exploration and technical mastery of natural forces. It 
never occurred to the leaders in this achievement that the founda- 
tiqn they were counting on might be dissipated by the very weight 
of the superstructure. They were, as we all are in our various 
situations, so excited about what they were standing for that they 
assumed the permanence of what they were standing on. 

In a similar way, the aims of the liberal era, which informed 
much of the capitalist spirit, came out of a definite historical period 
which preceded it. In that historical period those aims stemmed 
from a certain culture, and largely forming that culture were a 
number of axioms about the nature of things. The modern age 
gradually discarded these traditional axioms, but it retained the 
aims that had been reared upon them. It steadily repudiated the 
dependence of the aims upon their proper axioms and. considered 
the aims as part of the humamm as such, the very structure of 
human life in its bare essence. That is to say, it attributed to Nature 
what were in fact the highly specialized moral and social products 
of a peculiar historical and cultural achievement. We still live to a 
large extent in the climate of that mistake. Moreover, on the eve 
of the modern age it b^an to be held with passionate conviction 
that these aims, which we may roughly gather under the heading 
of Humanism, needed a new set of axioms about existence and new 
institutions and devices, in order to make them more effective in 
human life. It was not suspected at all that a change in the 
axioms, in the Weltansckmungm (as the Germans call them), in the 
things taken for granted about !hc structure of existence — that & 
qhangc here might in the end falsify the aims and make them look 
absurd. It was not until the twentieth century that this result began 
be seen.® 

The ^stinction and relation between aims and axioms is an im- 
portant clue for understanding social change. The aims which 
diaracteiize a period as well as an indi\ddu^, are the views men 
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have of tlie good life, the things they want to be and do, the pos- 
sessions they want to obtain, the system they Nvant to live under- 
in short, a desirable state of affairs to be worked for. The axioms, 
in the contest in which I am here using the word, an^ the presup- 
positions men h«ave about the natitrc of f lungs, their unquestioned 
outiook concerning existence, the unformtilatcd cerfaitilies tlicy 
take for granteti as to what the world and man atul history are. 
Axioms may be formulatctl in doctrines which are the subject of 
teaching, discussion and proclamation. At their most influential 
they are, however, not formulated at all but a.ssumed as the datuiu 
from which all formulation and discussion proceed. 

I am arguing that the hutnan and religious signifieaiKT of the 
changes marked by the rise and decHtte of capitalism can <mly be 
discerned by realizing that the aims of a period are .sometime,s 
backed up with axioms which are congruotts with those aims, in 
which case there is a vitality :md robustness of ettUura! growth; 
and somedmes aims arc still held when the axioms have changed 
and men have not yet displaced the older by tiewcr aims. There Is 
then cultural weakness and, in it.s extreme form, disintegration, 
however tenaciously the aims are .still held, ft is necessary, how- 
ever, to state that the more hidden and Im conscious forces which 
may support or may conflict with the aims of a period, include 
other things besides the axioms. The axioms are part of the men- 
tality of a culture and the most hidden part of its mentality. But 
along with its mentality there are other deep forces which form a 
culture and give a certain bent to its soul. There Is, for instance, 
what we may call its ‘rituals’, the things individuals and claves of 
men do every day or in other regular ways: their work, their recre- 
ations, casual spare-time occupations— in fact, any fairly recurring 
scheme of living. These things, much more than their prevalent 
ideals, tend to mould men’s fccljiigs, attitudes, fears, hopes, loves 
and hates. Besides these ‘rituals* there is the order of important 
and values men accord to dificrent kinds of person and occupation 
—their estimates of various jobs, interests and aptitudes, which 
affects their views as to what is a step up or a slide down the social 
scale. Thete three influences, the axioms, the ‘rituals* and the 
social valuations, largely form the soul of a period below the level 

6s 



Aims and Axioms 

of men’s religious, artistic, intellectual and political pursuits. For 
the purposes of this lecture we must coniine ourselves mainly to 
the axioms of dogmas involved, while inquiring where the aims 
and the axioms of the period we are considering may harmonize 
or conflict witlj each other. 

What, then, have been the aims of our Western, democratic, 
liberal culture? They have been the enhancement and extension of 
certain values which had marked the civilization of Western man. 
The Enlightenment and Liberal Radicalism did not invent them 
but sought to give them a universal sway. This they attempted by 
devising entirely new philosophies and social structures. Briefly, 
the aims of liberalism have been to embody in life and thought the 
truth that while man is a social being he does not exist merely for 
the social whole. He has certain valid human goals, such as the 
pursuit of knowledge, the creation of civilization, the exercise of 
each one’s proper skills, the enrichment of personal life and rela- 
tions, and the fulfilment of spiritual destiny. 

Liberty was the banner under which marched all the great 
attempts to extend to all men the opportunity of following these 
purposes. On this banner were inscribed a number of subsidiary 
liberties which make up the larger liberty; concern for one or other 
of them received varying emphases in different phases of the liberal 
era. Such were freedom of thought and conscience, fireedom to 
own and acquire property, fireedom to get on in the world, free 
access to the provisions of justice, fireedom to resist pressures of 
others. Behind these departmental freedoms, the main concern of 
liberal thought and policy was to provide protection against the 
bias of governments to judge all human activities by their amena- 
bility to the sole purpose of social solidarity. It was seeking to em- 
body the principle that to sacrifice valid personal aims for the sake 
of collective cohesion, if it comes to that point, is to pay a price 
that barters away what is essentially human in both the person and 
the natural groupings of mankind. This is the origin of the speci- 
fically political aspects of liberalism. It was expressed by John 
Stuart Mill in the well-known passage from his treatise. On Liberty'. 
‘There is a Hmit to the legitimate interference of collective opinion 
with individual independence, and to find that limit and to main- 
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tain it against encroachment is as intlispensabie to ihr gfiod con- 
dition of human affairs as protection against politica! despotism.’ 
A more recent writer puts it this way: ‘Freedom exists in a State 
when a man knows that the decisions made by the uiiimate author- 
ity do not invade his personality.’* 

It is now clearer than it was in the past tsvo renturies that the 
personal goals to reach which Liberty was struggled for, were an 
historical product and not in human existence as .such. Became 
they are to-day threatened by anti-liberal philosophies and regimes, 
we discover that the aims of liberalism wen- an inheritance from a 
culture and not part of the natural htiman .scene. We may list four 
of the main objects of the lil?eral faith which have been so much 
ingredients of our Western culture that they could ea.sily be mis- 
taken for what is given with man at all limes. First emnes the pur- 
suit of tnith. This a$sume.s an objective reality alxiut things that 
can be grasped and ought to be sought for by eliminating bia.s and 
cultivating disinterestedness. It relies upon the human mind being 
able to disengage itself from the relative position in which each 
inquirer finds himself and to stand clear from all that make.s his 
concrete situation in the cosmic flux a unique and irrcpeatablc 
one. This possibility has been challenged by such critics as Marx 
and Nietzsche and those who proclaim the sociology of knowledge. 
They insist that our apprehension of truth cannot be objective but 
is always determined by our sociological situation and our inter- 
ests. Undoubtedly such a tendency ha.H been airily neglected by an 
over-confident belief in the naturally independent powers of the 
mind; but it is a salutary corrective only because it seeks to free us 
from the deception of confusing our prejudices with the truth. 
Sdence has proceeded, in the days of its ascendancy, on the prin- 
ciple that the personal factor which introduces an element of bias 
can be weeded out. The aim ot passing from a subjective self- 
orientated attitude to an objective and disinterested one is the 
opposite of the view, now appearing, that there can or must be no 
truth, scientific, cultural or religious, that is not propaganda in 
some form or other.® 

A second aim of liberalism was the recognition of a certain right- 
ness and wrot^ness as a umvcrsal criterion by which men and 
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things and events could be judged. The moral distinction was to be 
open to all to see by themselves and to legislate for; it was no 
longer to have its source in any authority, civil or ecclesiastical. It 
is true that the early liberal thinkers fell short of making this a 
universal criterion in practice and that later ones encouraged an 
attitude of relativism in ethics. Yet the liberal principle assumed 
on the whole, along with traditional outlooks, the notion of an 
absolute good and evil, even though actual codes of conduct are 
relative and often misleading applications of this notion. Right and 
wrong have a metaphysical force and are not merely serviceable 
conceptions in the struggle of life. The good is an attribute of a 
certain kind of life and cannot be identified with life itself or with 
the bare success of an act. This meant that there is something 
worth dying — that is giving up life — for. That something is the 
rightness which the thought of civilized life has called the good. 
For. liberalism the free society was self-evidently an embodi- 
ment of the good, and it had thus its moral law which was 
superior to any ordinance of state or church. Man docs not, there- 
fore, surrender his conscience to society, for society is free only in 
so far as it respects his conscience; exercise of that conscience is the 
purpose of freedom. The duty of giving up life for the good, if 
needs must, applies to any part or the whole of the collective as 
well as to the individual life,, a doctrine which is not satisfied by 
the sacrifice of the personal life for the sake of communal survival. 
Now, the decline of liberalism has been marked by the uprush of 
doctrines and policies which reverse all this, and which make 
ethics a view serviceable to action instead of a criterion of action. 
Modern absolutist collectivist systems use the idea of a universal 
good merely as *a monkey trick’ to gadn support for the naked 
interests of a sectional group in its striving for survival or power. 

In contrast to this anti-liberal ftversal of the ethical premises of 
ojjis culture, the common ground in liberal and traditional accep- 
tance of ultimate universal moral standards can be recognized, in 
spite of liberalism’s establishment of them on its own new philo- 
sophies, The same ultimate and univenal character of the good 
whidi hastorically had a transcendent and theological basis was 
set by liberalism upon a historical or psychological foundation. So 
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we find the doctrines of UbcraHsm dcriwng the good from such 
premises as the general will, or greatest happiness, or die harmony 
of interests, or utility; or assimilated to the Newmnian law of 
universal attraction; we find the good reposed upon a jiresumcd 
sympathy in man, as in Hume, Adam Smith and Bent ham, or 
bcnevoicncc in James Mill. We find attempts like Jeremy Bemham’s 
to establish morals upon the model of the deductive sciences, in 
order that monils may keep their universal character, as when, he 
rejects all ‘anarchical’ principles, namely those from which derive 
‘as many standards of right and wrong as there are men’. In others 
we find the good life needing a political instrument in the division 
of powers and also requiring individualist and ecju.difari.m out- 
looks. In short, what the liberals hoped tt) foster on a bask of 
reason, experience and changcle.s.s human dispositimts, was the 
same ‘laborious art* of ethics which before had depended upon a 
religious tradition or innate principles. They sought to fulfil the 
goal announced by Francis Bacon in the Atlantis, namely ‘the 
service of human convenience’. 

In the third place, wc may glance at the legal extension of the 
moral assumptions, which constitutes another aim of libera! 
thought. Here the aim was to secure that the positive laws of par- 
ticular states and legislatures were not treated as absolute and Utat 
they should be dependent on the constitution of reality— some- 
rimes called Natural Law or Natural Rights. This goes back to 
medieval ideas that the law is above the ruler who is the Instru- 
ment and not the source of law. The ruler is subject to a universal 
justice; he interprets and administers it; but hk will does not create 
it. The law is therefore something to which the subject can appeal 
against a decision of the ruling authority. This recognition of a law 
of human ordering is the expression of the conviction that persons 
have a certain priority over institflrions. There k, in the last resort, 
a common right or reason upon which the person can rely if Ws 
pemonal fulfilment is opposed by the demands of tlie institurion. 
Notwithstanding sdl the difficulties in giving this principle a poli- 
tical application, it remains the source of the limitation of state 
powET and of ‘the rights of man*, and of the separation of the Judi- 
ciary from the executive. And it is the denial of riic recrudacent 
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doctrine, becoming prominent to-day, that legal decisions are in- 
tended to promote the actusd policy of the ruling power and 
nothing else. * 

The fourth aim which, in stages, became of eminent concern for 
the leaders of, the liberal age was the recognition of a certain 
universal common character in all human beings. This element, 
common to all men by their very nature, merits a proper moral 
respect and legislative protection. It lies behind all differences due 
to behaviour, or to racial, national, class or sex variations, and 
behind the relative position each holds in the social organism or 
the function he performs. This element of man’s being does not 
come out of man’s social relationships but is brought into them, 
and it therefore constitutes a bond between men over and above 
their membership in the corporate body. This common element 
has been the foundation on which later liberals grounded their 
equalttarianism. But inequality is inherent in man as a natural and 
functioning part of the social order, in the family, in politics, and 
in industry. Therefore if man’s significance is confined to his place 
and purpose in society, there can be no equality and no common 
element in the inner being of all men. So it is by virtue of men 
standing in relation to a reality over and above their concrete 
place in social history, that men can speak of ‘our common 
humanity’.* 

These are but four of the more general aims of men in the liberal 
era. It was the purpose of leaders in that era to further the attain- 
ment of those aims by what they thought were appropriate new 
theories and social machinery. These aims became conscious as 
soci^ principles through the movement of emancipation from 
ancient and medieval outlooks. But they are outgrowths from 
elements in those outlooks and d^end upon a great many assump- 
tions, habits and social patterns which have been swept away in 
tltt modem humanist age. The grand interest of the liberal age 
was to establish the status of persons free to pursue personal goals 
^art from their serviceability to institutions. This interest grew to 
heightened self-consciousness in the modem period after it had 
been nursed by a long tradition beginning with Greek rationality 
which stood back from the flux of all things to ask the reason why,’' 
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and perhaps earlier stil! in the very fact of human lantpjagc.* It 
received its mightiest impulse in the Jtidaen-Christian dogma or 
axiom that this and that crcaturely thijtg has its brin^ and its signi- 
ficance from it.s relation to the Creator and not only as an item in 
the world process. In so far as this doctrine of the- significance of 
particulars, as distinct from their being part of a whole, is an ele- 
ment in the liberal oufhwk, it tlerivcs fnnn a pre-liberal dngm,i 
which iiheralisjtj proceeded to rejeef, n.unely a two-dimensional 
view of existence — the two dimensions being: one. the relation of 
this creature to the rest of its immanent context and, two, its rela- 
tion to the transcetulent ground of existence which for the Bible 
is the High and Lofty Otic that inhabiteth eternity.* 

When liberal doctrine asserts th;it the pursuit of truth or gttod- 
nes.s or beauty or justice or skill ctmstituies .a greater loyalty to 
what is pcrmaneuily in the. humatt intere.st than the cohesive 
power of any existing soda! sirurture, it rests u|>on two jrxioms 
which have been worn away in the career of modern liberalism. 
One is that persons find their true Iteing by embodying in the tem- 
poral order the absolute permanent values of the eternal order, 
and the second is that the social order in it,s political t>r cohesive 
aspect is subordinate to this personal purpose. The liberal doctrine 
amounts to the claim that the human person is the mediator be- 
tween the eternal law and the social order; the anti-IilH'ral doc- 
trines of the twentieth century affirm that the social reality is the 
mediator between the eternal law and the human person. This 
totalitarian claim cannot be withstood on the dogma that man is 
only part of the world process, for in that context only he is not hing 
but a smaller part of the cosmic fiux than the tribe, state, class or 
nation. 

The genuine religious outlook has aiwa)^ understood existence 
as constituted by an eternal world behind and related to the tem- 
poral world; it has held that the fact of proce^ which marks evi^- 
thing in the temporal world is given a meaning by reftftence to an 
abiding, transcendent source of being which, though not itself in 
process, is the origin of all things and the key of their desUniei. 
Religions dificr in the way they rc^rd this particular relation of 
etenuty and time. For Qbdstianity it is expressed in the doctrine 
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of Creation in which each part of the creation has its meaning 
from the source and not ultimately from its relation to the world. 
Living parts of the universe like man himself, his histories, com- 
munities and actions, are significant in themselves in relation to 
the divine Will^and Purpose and not only because they participate 
in the whole world process. Christianity has pressed this insight 
still further. It made the relation of each man to the eternal Grod a 
precise relation to the person of Jesus the Clrrist, in whose flesh the 
eternal irrupts into time. He is the second Adam, the republication 
of the origin of all things: He appears, dies and rises from the dead 
at ‘the end of the times’ — anticipating the end when history will 
be wound up and its meaning fully disclosed. But on any view of 
life in this double dimension of eternity and time, man has his 
peculiar significance from the fact that he stands in a unique rela- 
tion to the eternal, while at the same time he is involved in the 
process of the earth’s life and the sweep of human history.*® 

One other axiom which the liberal age presupposed and which 
it accepted as the heir of the Classical-Ghristian Western culture is 
that the whole world has a unity but the principle of its unity 
transcends the world process. This is the ultimate basis of the 
possibility of the coincidence of order and liberty, which has 
marked that culture. The recognition of a substratum of unity 
behind all things is the presupposition of science and of universal 
political principles. But if this source of unity is conceived to 
reside somewhere in the immanent order, in the cosmic process 
itself, then there can in the end be no liberty, for all things will be 
tied inextricably to the function or place where it is thought to be. 
That is why the doctrines of autonomous spheres of knowledge and 
of the political division of powers have their roots in the world out- 
look of traditional European man and nowhere else. 

It is the argument of this chaptfer that aims which liberalism pre- 
supposed have their origin in axioms which its age inherited of the 
stock of human outlooks from earlier periods, and that men in the 
Hbcral age sought to sustain these aims with a new set of axioms. 
And this is the cause of the decline of what is positive in the liberal 
aim and doctrine. The aims have begun to lose their hold on men 
in the "West and arc openly threatened by counter-doctrines be- 
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cause their fulfilment has been sought on the basis nf a <logma> an 
axiom, at variance vnth those which gave them their greatest 
stimulus. The new axiom was at bottom that man's existence is 
only in one dimension, that of the v^orld process. He is a drop in 
becoming; he has no roots in being, behind and ythtjve. And, of 
course, if he is but a drop in the stream he has no rights against 
larger rivulct-s in the stream «>f hreonsing, such as the race, the 
state, or the economic system. The toialitartan claim to man’s ^oul 
in the name, of one of these larger currents of the total stream can- 
not be resisted on this dogma—at least not with that conviction 
that one is backed by the .stnicture of reality, which is required in 
the major crises of history. Hence wh.it wa.s true smA Aprm irkmitatu 
in the liberal aim is being lost through the working out of an alien 
axiom, the dogma that all reality i.s prcK-ess. An examination of the 
main theories of the liberal age reveals that in them the good life at 
which it aimed was expounded in term.s of the immanent order, 
first one aspect of it then another. Reason, nature, economic 
desires, each had their champions. It is also in this period that we 
had certain total explanatioas of human life in terms of one or 
other of its functions; there was a succotsion and rivalry of such 
dogmas of the essential man as the rational man, biological man, 
economic man and political man. The absolute, dethroned from 
Heaven, was insinuated into some aspect of the sub-lunar world.' 

In the capitalist period, as I have repeated, these ainw of the 
liberal era were taken for granted as permanent attributes of man, 
and as inherent in the immanent process, whereas they were an 
inheritance from a specific culture. In the decline of capitalism we 
see that the historic revolts against the market economy of capital- 
ism and the culmination of purely immanentist outlooks in some 
collective absolute, have become conjoined in a -vast reaction 
against the liberal idea. This is t6 be expected, for the axioms of a 
period, even when for a time they allow aims derived from p»e- 
vious cultures to survive, eventually become clothed with their own 
kind of culture which then tends to encourage other kinds of asms 
for human life. When there is a confilct between the aims and the 
cedture out of which men act, in the end the aims will be displaced 
so that the collective soul of man may be healed of its divison. 
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That is how I account for the decline of the liberal idea; its aims 
clung to with so much devotion and pertinacity are being defeated 
by the Hberd axiom that man is merely part of a process. The 
decline of capitalism is due to certain contradictions within it 
which should Jjiave been detected had not men been misled by an 
immanentist dogma of reason as something inherent in the world 
process, whereas it is an instrument by which man does things with 
the world process. Now, we can with this interpretation of aims and 
axioms account for the inability of the Christian conscience to take 
a simple Yes or No attitude to the decline of capitalism which is 
one of the critical aspects of the decline of liberalism. Such an in- 
terpretation accounts for the frequently observed fact that men’s 
collective aims turn into something else, often at variance with 
them, just when they seem to reach fulfilment. That is why society 
of the twentieth century is not at all what the men of the nineteenth 
century meant to produce. Here is an example firom another sphere 
to illustrate this deflection of aims. Brought up in one of the 
northern industrial towns, I learnt much in the fct two decades 
of this century from workers who had at great effort made them- 
selves an education with such aids as were given, largely volun- 
tarily, by the more leisured. These men had imbibed something of 
the European tradition or what used to be called its liberal culture; 
they read their Greek drama or their Ibsen; some had learnt 
philosophy and history; they could talk Plato or Emerson. And 
they reasoned thus: if we with a struggle have done these things, 
how good if all citizens at an earlier age, as part of their schooling 
and after, were at least put in the way of acquiring this back- 
ground. So they pioneered for universal education. And when we 
got tins univeml education on a compulsory basis — that is not 
what the young are being taught. What they are being taught apart 
from technical aptitudes is not cSsy to see. The point I am making 
j^Hhat the aims of those old men as I knew them have turned sour 
on them. • 

^ There is an excellent treatment of the weakening of the liberal 
humanitarian ideal, expressed in a different idiom to mine, in the 
earlier chapters of A. N. Whitehead’s Adventures of Ideas. He points 
out how ‘at the moment when the “brotherhood of man’* tri- 
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umphed, the intcUectual world was meditating on political econ- 
omy conceived in terms of unrestrained competition, on Mahhus’ 
law that the mass of the population must always press on the limits 
of bare subsistence, and the /ool('gi< a! law of natural selection by 
which an iron environment crushed ntit the less-fas-ourcd species, 
and on Hume’s critirism of the notion of the soul. ’I'his new trend 
of tlwiught was in its immediate origin llritish and is to be com- 
pared and contrasted with the atJtecedetit \VrsIryan movement. In 
neither case, did the leaders intend the sociologit ai rlfects which 
followed from their efinrts. It is tdkn the case that the origin.itors 
belong to the antecedent epoch, and .stand tmtside the epoch of 
their Ibllowers,’ 

Any inierpretaiitvti of human aOairs which claims to use the 
Christian doctrine alwatt the nature of existence, must perforce 
recognize that this reettrring prnbletn t>f the deflection of mcn\s 
.aim.s and their thwarting i.s the religious problem as de.srribcd in 
the Pauline account of s.alvation. We all know the experience of 
being caught out in behaviour the exact ttpposiie of the way in 
which wc intended to meet a situation. The .sittiation of his own 
inner life is set out by St. Paul in the seventh and eightit chapters 
, of the Epistle to the Romans. He did not require tijc Gospel to give 
him good aim.s; they were his as a gooti Phari.sec. It was to cope 
with ‘the other law in my memltera warring against the law of my 
mind’ that he found it neceM.ary to accept a force from outside him, 
the grace of God, to unite these two parts of his .soul — for more in- 
tensive willing only made his ineflcctiveness worse. Which is to say 
on the religious level what wc can discern from the ups and downs 
of history, that aims requite support by the culture of the soul or 
of society; and prominent among the forces which form ,a culture 
are the axioms men hold without knowing that they hold them— 
their unformulated dogmas. The'ups of history mean that the cul- 
ture backs up the aim.s; the downs of history mean that while the 
aims may .still be high ones, the forces underneath puH the otlicr 
way. 

To dwell a little further on this psychological apparatus for 
understanding the viciatitudes of great movements of the human 
race: M. Ck>ud some years ago said, among several silly thmgs, one 
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wise one: ‘When there is a conflict between the will and the 
imagination, the imagination always wins.’ The terminology has 
been questiortcd, but the point stands. The images which inform 
our minds, especially those we accept as showing what reality is 
like, will always overcome aims which may assume a different 
pattern of reality. 

And now, one more consideration before applying this relation 
of aims and axioms to the situation of capitalism in its rise and 
decline. Professor Herbert Butterfield, in his study of Christianity 
and History, has given his own interpretation in terms of a Biblical 
anthropology of the way in which men’s corporate efforts in his- 
tory, like the personal goals, are deflected or defeated. He speaks 
of this falsifying force as human sinfulness and the judgement it 
incurs. This is correct from a Christian point of view. But he has 
used the image of a ‘gravitational pull’ to bring out the character 
of this deflecting force, picturing a projectile aimed in a certain 
direction but drawn downwards away from the target to the 
earth. Now the analogy of a gravitational pull can have a different 
force, as it did in a figure used by Luther. Unredeemed mankind 
is, he says, like a drunken peasant; when helped up on to his horse 
on one side he immediately falls off on the other. That is gravita- 
tion all right, and it accounts for one-half of the human predica- 
ment. The other half must be accounted for, namely in this illus- 
tration why the peasant is not always lying on the ground, why he 
wants to get on a horse, why drunkenness has to be invoked in 
order to explain why he doesn’t stay there, and why he could ride 
the animal if he were sober. Which, being interpreted, means that 
a fully religious interpretation of human affairs has to account for 
the aims which get deflected as well as for the deflection, and to 
throw some light on the recurrent pursuit of purposes by which 
men seek to find a fulfilment of !heir life in that tricky sphere of 
%j«ian affairs outside the cradle of Mother Nature — a pursuit 
taken up again after every colossal failure.*^ This is a pointer to 
our final lecture. In taking notice of it, it is worth recalling that 
Augustine, our first Chrisitian interpreter of history, uses the image 
of gravity, not for the force which deflects but for the force which 
m^ea men have aims— 'that is the force by which they go out from 
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the regular and somnolent cycles of Nature. The restlessness of 
man is a kind of pondtts or weight svhich moves him towards the 
centre of gravity. Tiiis is God the Creator exercising a continual 
pull upon Hi.s creature!!. In this image man's rnir'ij’riM"; arc his 
search for centra!ity-~thc deflections arc the pull of outer layers of 
his exi.stence seeking to be treated as the true centrum, l*he fallen- 
nc.ss of m.m is a kind of tragic rcrentricity. 'I'he Churc h ha.s put 
this fact into an intellectual formulation in its tlocirine of^the 
natural !awnr/.At.Vflfarflr.** 'Hus conception, adapted from the 
Stoics, has from the point of view of the moralist, Ijeen tradition- 
ally presented a.s a set of norms and .standiirds, and so long as 
Christendom grew its own culture, it was .stiflirient for it to have an 
ethical force only. When that culture can no longer Ite counted on, 
this hx Mnturae has to be .seen as also an operiUive for«T, pulling 
man away from one false position towards his centrum. But, because 
of the alienation between human existence and its creiticd purpose, 
mankind, like Luther’s drunken peasant, makes for an opposite 
false absolute. Only conscious respemse to the natural law will 
bring fulfilment of life.*® This ! ax Naturae is personified as Wisdom 
in the eighth chapter of Proverbs. 

Now, this force which the theologians call the Lex Naturae means 
that which appertains to the nature or essence of human life, and 
is not to be equated with what we now call Nature, for this Nature 
is that part of reality which remains when the transcendent God 
and the human spirit which transcends Nature are left out of 
account. That which appertains to the netura of man (and I shall 
use the Latin term to distinguish from Nature) includes the link 
between human existence and the eternal God as a bare fact— 
without necessarily that consciousness of the link and response to 
it which is reiiglon— it also includes, that is to icty, what maka 
man more than an item in the ‘‘cycle of Nature or a drop in the 
stream of history. The force by which he is alienated from his fmc 
natura, and from the divine source of things, Is a perversion of the 
spiritual mobility he has as something made in the image of God 
widi His freedom over Hfe creation. 

These anticipatory consideradons are a required preliminary 
for sedng the met«>ric career of capiudfitt society and its sequels, 
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in the light of Christian understanding of history. Every move- 
ment hja in it these deforming forces — ^the evil in it; but it has 
valid impulses too, as well as the egoism and power-striving of one 
set of people overreaching others. The valid impulse need not 
always be a ge#uinc universal concern for mankind as such; it may 
be the support it gets through the moral disguises it assumes, for 
no movement can acquire power without at least the appearance 
of a general aim for the good of man. Hypocrisy is the tribute vice 
pays to virtue. If you will re-read E. H. Carr’s Twenty Years Crisis, 
which represented a tough realism bidding us recognize the factors 
of power-striving in international politics, you will find an em- 
phasis too upon the need for power to assume the appearance of a 
universally moral aim for the fulfilment of all human life on earth. 
Moreover, every large turn of modem history has been supported 
by a faith that it runs along the grain of universal purpose itself— 
that it is according to the nature of tilings. In the centuries follow- 
ing the Renmssance this first took the theological form of a deism 
for which Providence set the works going and kept them going by 
an infallible mechanism, though it could be mightily hindered by 
the parts which had the obstinacy to be reluctant. In the later 
phase of the modern period the reference to Providence was 
dropped without much difference to the outlook, and then all the 
forces concerned were thought of as operating within the world 
order only — ^it was a dogma of pure immanence. And on this view 
there was no fundamental contradiction in man; the dialectical 
movements of which I have offered a sketchy diagnosis were 
thought of as operating in one linear dimension. There were only 
two possibilities, going on or pulling back, the nature of things 
pushing man towards the goal if only he would follow on and not 
be a stubbomj tiresome pull-back; or else he was offered the re- 
wards of following his immanent Reason if he would use it to over- 
egafte his involvement in all that was behind him. The axiom that 
man is only part of the world process led to reading into Nature 
his most ingenious achievements. One of these achievements was 
the development of the ethical and political pattern of European 
society; a further result was the highly intellectual notion of in- 
dependent spheres of life, autonomies as we have called them. In 
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the economic part of existence this reached its climax in the idea 
of market relationships as the substance of economic life. We may 
say that this represents a high degree of abstraction or generaliza- 
tion, a product of the civilizing faculties of Western man, for, as 
Whitehead said in Modes of Thought: ‘Civilized beings are those who 
survey the world with some large generality of understanding,’ 
Because this separating out of exchange and contract relations was 
regarded as the latest heave of the cosmic flux, instead of a pattern 
imposed upon it by the spirit of man, the whole career of indu.s- 
trial commercialism was informed by some questionable assump- 
tions. For example, it was not suspected that free enterprise once 
started could be killed by its very success in creating vast con- 
glomerations of economic power which exercised monopolLstie 
domination; it was taken for granted that large-scale production 
would always employ the labour and capital available; that mar- 
kets would always be found for the products of industry, and that 
the money mechanism would always reflect and not interfere with 
the meeting of demand and supply. These assumptions are chal- 
lenged by socialist criticism. 

But there are other assumptions shared by upholders of free 
enterprise and collectivism alike. Such as, for instance, that because 
technical methods and large-scale production have served tnan;^ 
human needs their benefits are in direct proportion to their extent; 
that because life has been enriched and variegated by division of 
labour and specialization between areas, therefore every e.Ktcnsion 
of them or continuance under changed conditions must add to the 
advantages and can never be socially disintegrating; that there can 
never be too much production and trade because human demands 
are insatiable or can be made so; and that man will alway.s sacri- 
fice other satisfactions for economic ones. These and many other 
unquestioned premises spring ffom the axiom that the direction 
taken by industrial society in its early stages is part of the natwrjil 
process of things. Therefore it was held that the benefits accruing 
up to a point must logically be incres^ed by going all along the 
line. Such an outlook ignores the fact that in the social texture 
of human life the scale of things alters the effects which seem 
inevitable to mere quantitative logic. We shall have to look at 
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this again when we consider our situation as a vicissitude of 
civilization. 

Let iis look* for a moment at the background of these assump- 
tions. Never was there such a cocksure confidence as in the early 
modern period that man had found the secret of fulfilling his life, 
lastcn to Descartes: ‘I perceived it to be possible to arrive at a 
knowledge highly useful in life — and to render ourselves the lords 
and possessors of nature.’ Listen to the President of the Royal 
Society in 1702, Thomas Sprat: ‘And we may well guess that the 
absolute perfection of the True Philosophy is not now far off, seeing 
this first great and necessary preparation for its coming is already 
taken off our hands.’’'* It was in this spirit that the upholders of 
the free market in all the elements of economic life contended that 
it was according to Nature. It must be allowed that they had not 
the evidence now available of the customs of simpler communities 
whiclf show the exact opposite. But their a priori construction of 
natural man as an economic exchange wiseacre could only have 
become a matter of conviction by force of an overriding dogma — 
for in their concrete treatment they allowed that the natural state 
of things had to be assisted. ‘Competition was often artificially fos- 
tered by mercantilism, in order to organize markets with auto- 
matic regulation of supply and demand,’ wrote E. F. Heckscher, 
the historian of mercantilism.*® There is an interesting passage in 
Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations which is but one example of the 
need for special measures, by state and other directive powers, to 
■make the alleged self-regulating market system work freely. He 
admits that the extreme division of labour which the free market 
presupposes tends to make the labourer as ‘stupid and ignorant as 
it is possible for a human creature to become. . . . His dexterity in 
his own particular trade seems in this manner to be acquired at 
the expense of his intellectual, social and martial 'wrtues. But in 
improved and civilized society this is a state into which the 
labouring poor, that is the great body of the people, must neces- 
sarily fall, unless government takes some means to prevent it.'** 
M, Hal^vy comments: ‘It becomes necessary to restrict the bearing 
of the principle of the natural identity of interests and to say: the 
interests of all individuals are identical, provided that the indivi- 
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duals know what their interests are; it is a function of the state to 
teach them to know what they are’;” and in another passage he 
adds: ‘One of two things must be true; cither the th<Sts of commer- 
cial and industrial liberty is really derived from the principles of 
the new school of political economy, in which case ildoes not imply 
the natural identity of interests; or else it does imply this spon- 
taneous identity of the interest of each with the interest of all, in 
which case the thesis of economic liberalism is not derived from the 
principles on which Ricardo based his system.’** 

It seems then that laisstz-faire was an artificial construction 
assisted by the state, and that economic liberalism assumed the 
state to be the instrument of restoring man to his natural condi- 
tion. What caused him to depart from it? The answer w.is easy: 
evil traditionalism. That was about as far as thought went; the 
dogma of progress was just assumed. There is a remarkable speech 
of Richard Gobden’s to the National Freehold Land Society in 
1849 which has much good sense; in it he says thus: ‘the plan 
(that of giving men a plot of ground to qualify for the franchise 
and augment their wages) was a practical mode of cifccting a 
great change in the depository of political power in the country; 
for he avowed that he wanted, by legal and legitimate means, to 
place as much political power as he could in the hands of the 
middle and industrial classes.’ So there had to be political action. 
But then comes his naive assumption that the international self- 
regulating market is in the law of progress: ‘Why! At the present 
moment ... the agricultural members were thinking how they 
could restore protection. Why— these men must be the disciples of 
the inquisitors of old who put Galileo in prison because he said 
that the world turned on its sbds, and in like manner these, their 
modem disciples, insisted that the moral world should not mil 
on.’** This bland assumption may raise a smile to-day. But there 
was a consistency about it, the lack of which has weakened «o 
much of the socialist counter-movement to the automatic play of 
the market in Western Europe and America. I refer to the inetp- 
sistency of requiring protection within each society, of labour, 
money and land from exploitation by a firee-market economy— to 
protect these foundations of life by subordinating market considera- 
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tiom to non-cconomic needs— and then to suppose that between 
nations and areas trade must find its own level, that it be firee in a 
multilateral rnarket. That is perhaps an irrelevant interjection of 
mine at this point, but it does provide another example of the fatal 
ease with whio^ men take for natural, that is belonging to the 
structure of things for always, what they have imbibed from a 
tradition (in this case the very recent tradition of free trade) 
inimical to their aims. 

We must look for a moment at evidence for an analogous ten* 
dency to assume the permanence of specialized moral dispositions 
and congruous social structures, regarding them as inalienable from 
human life, to confuse them with natura and expect them to exer- 
cise a corrective influence through every aberration. Take for 
instance Adam Smith himself, who did as much as any man to 
give a rational foundation for the emancipation of economics from 
religious or ethical control. He wrote not only The Wealth of 
Motions f but also The Theory of Moral Sentiments. He recognized that 
a society which dispensed with super-economic regulations had to 
compensate for it by seeing that its members were subject to some 
internal rules of self-restriction, for even economic man is to act 
within the limits of ‘justice’ and self-command. Moreover, he be- 
lieved that ‘sympathy’ with others was an integral element in 
man’s nature; reason would proclaim this and thus offret the 
harshness of a naked pursuit of interest. Again, his philosophy 
assumed the small-scale society where men, even adversaries, can be 
known and met, and where social discipline is largely exercised by 
spontaneous approval and disapproval. Jefferson in America too 
championed the free society, believing that the soberness, con- 
scientiousness and responsibility of men endowed with the puritan 
conscience were part of man’s inalienable character. Bentham and 
Auguste Comte, to quote but two dthers, both took the ethical idea 
tljpy had inherited from the European tradition as part of Nature. 
These examples typify the error of the liberal age. It was not their 
aims that were wrong; it was their assumptions about existence. 
This so largely accounts for the shortlivedness of the capitalist 
phase, for it strung up to the highest pitch, in the economic sphere, 
a lEreedom which can only flourish on top of non-economic bonds 
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that for community cohesion, and assumed these to be in- 
destructible. The very success of a seif-regulating market in econo- 
mic gain disintegrated the non-economic bonds underneath. It is 
the rise, not the decline, of capitalism that requires explanation as 
a very special development. Professor Dicey, in <md Ofiiiihn in 
England, infers, to his surprise, that measures l()r .social control 
against the free play of market relations were spontaneous ad hoc 
measures, and not, in the last century, the result of counter- 
theories. I am told that more measures in the direction of state 
administration of economic affaim were put through under con- 
servative {alias liberal) governments than under socialist ones. Mr, 
Karl Polanyi has some grounds for his dictum: ^lamez-Jmre wm 
planned, planning was not!’ The Decline of Capitalism is in fact 
ultimately due to the pull of man’s total natura away from one of 
the most ingenious but ultimately unstable fabrications of the humati 
spirit. But the situation presented to the religious consciousness 
by its decline is full of complication not out of concern for theolo- 
gical precision, but out of concern for the truly human interest. To 
put a previous question again, will die whole of the liberal idea 
have to go down, with its positive contribution to man’s existence, 
with its sources in the spiritual supremacy of the human being over 
his context, with its mainspring in the Christian doctrine of man’s 
link with God and the division of power within society and not just 
between the earthly and the heavenly— will all this have to be 
renounced because society refuses to allow contract economic 
relations in a free market to dominate it? 

Let us lay open this question a little further. We shall be handi- 
capped if we suppose diat prior to the contemporary decline of 
capitalism, there were only two main types of economy; the free- 
market one which dominated, though it did not completely pos- 
sess, the preceding era, and the Cne before that, the medieval and 
city economy described by Tawney, Krcnne and others. 1% is 
necessary to appreciate that this pre-capitalist socicly in which 
economic processes were a matter of ethics and legislation coming, 
as they did, under the heading of justitk, was a highly developed 
form of dty and agrarian society which covered a good deal of the 
civilized world since classical times. This town economy and its 
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mutuality with the barbarian landsman outside the city (and the 
conflicts between these two) and then the regulation of buying and 
selling, money transactions, guild discipline, and other features of 
medieval society — ^this whole thing was itself an innovation. It may 
possibly have been a high-water mark of man’s natura coming to 
self-consciousness, but it certainly was not Nature. For when man 
is nearest to Nature his economic life is an indistinguishable part 
of Im tribal existence; it does not have to come under positive law, 
for such law has not arisen; there is little exchange in any com- 
mercial sense, certainly no motive of gain. The anthropologists’ 
evidence is plentiful.*^® In the more developed economy of the 
ancient city states and medieval Europe we already reach a high 
degree of sophistication, there is the beginning of the dissociation 
of economic life from biological and religious functions, although 
the whole conception of justitia is the product of a religious civili- 
zation. The obloquy in which cupidity is held in medieval ethics 
is a sign that the dominant economic relations of mutuality were 
liable to serious damage from an incipient commercial spirit which 
was widely known from antiquity. But the non-capitalist disposi- 
tions formed the main character of this stage, and they survived 
into our own century. Max Weber started off on his whole inquiry 
into the origin of the capitalist spirit stimulated by the observation 
that quite up to the present many communities agree that the 
opportunity for earning more is less attractive than working less. 
‘A man does not ask how much more can I cam in a day if I do as 
much work as possible, but how much must I work in order to 
cam the wage 2^ marks which I earned before and which takes 
care of my traditional, nccds.’*^ This pre-capitalist spirit must not 
be confused with the prudence of this very time which brings about 
the same reluctance to work harder after careful rational calcula- 
tions about the inroads of the tax Collector. Nietzsche wrote, nearly 

century ago: ‘The artisans of the south arc not industrious be- 
cause of acquisitiveness, but because someone is always coming 
who wants a horse shod or a carriage mended. ... In a fruitful 
l^d he has little trouble in supporting himself, for that purpose he 
needs only a small amount of work, certainly no industry.’ The 
need to induce the motive of gain is one of the disastrous neccssi- 
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ties arising from contacts of commercial civilizations with natives. 
‘To Tnaintain a community in which the accumulation of goods is 
regarded as anti-social’, wrote Clark Wissel of a West Indian tribe, 
‘and integrate the same with contemporary white culture is to try 
and harmonize two incompatible institutional systems.’®® The 
tribal institution is in a way pre-economic in our sense of the word 
and has a certain internal toughness in consequence. Mosca, the 
Italian sociological writer, mentions some Polish serfs who put up 
with terrible economic deprivations from their overlords until these 
masters started imitating the French in speech and costume. In 
spite of the masters’ adoption of radical humanitarian ideas, the 
workmen felt that their superiors had deserted them, they could no 
longer rely on him to protect them from their enemies, defend their 
failfr and represent them to God.®® There we have the tribal soli- 
darity paramount and all other considerations, economic ones too, 
subordinate. It is the resurgence of this tribal solidarity, in-revolt 
against the abstractions of the economic age, that is the deepest 
urge behind modern nationalism. But tribal togetherness is per- 
haps one of those things which must survive in some layer of society 
for any developed set of purely economic relations, either capital- 
ist or socialist, to be more than an ephemeral phenomenon. In 
their remarkably wise earlier chapters of The Bleak Age, John and 
Barbara Hammond show how in the societies of the ancient world, 
where trade began to flourish, the main social element was non- 
economic. Even behind much strife there was in Greece the moral 
influence of common possessions and the practice of social fellow- 
ship stimulated by the spectacle of beautiful buildings. Public 
beauty, common enjoyment and voluntary associations formed, 
tmtil it decayed, the social substance of this culture which had 
made civilization by transcending a purely tribal life. The Ham- 
monds go on to point out that in'the modem industrial age the one 
thing that reconciled men to their social uprootedness, the tbin^ 
that in this society took the place that common enjoyment had 
taken in the ancient world, was the prospect of individual success. 
‘Men could rise by their own merit and their own effort. . . . The 
man who in other ages wished to follow in the steps of Wblsey had 
to put on the cassock of a Church, but a Ped or an Arkwright 
t 8s 



Aims and Axioms 

could become a millionaire without the surrender of conscience or 
freedom to anybody’s keeping. This was the novelty that fascinated 
men like Cobden.’®* 

When the unreality of this ideal as a possibility for all men be- 
comes manifest, the decline of capitalism has set in. Our problem 
can now be stated in these terms. Between tribal society, with its 
livelihood-getting, its mutual gifts and its division of labour as due 
only to biological and social differences of function, without ex- 
change in any economic sense — between that and the capitalist 
age where social order tends to become an appendage of market 
economy — ^between these two occurred the civic and agrarian 
society of the ancient and medieval worlds. It was in this inters 
mediate phase that the germinating principles of the personal 
society were sown. The Renaissance and Reformation marked a 
stage when the personali^t and pluralist tendencies in the new great 
sociely of Europe were given a push that went far to separate the 
new freedoms from their matrix in the social substance of life. 
Capitalism represents the extremest form of this emancipation in 
the economic sphere. 

Social history seems to prove that the deeper the human crisis of 
an age, the further back it has to look to find the forces of recovery 
or the deeper in the layers of human culture. So we can restate our 
central question: Will societies involved in the decline of capital- 
ism be able to overcome the socially disintegrating forces of inde- 
pendent motives of economic success, without losing the positive, 
human, and spiritually created achievements of European culture, 
that is to say without finding itself plunged into a new tribalism? 
This is a religious crisis of the first order. 


NOTES 

. I. Karl Mannheim, Diagnosu of our Time (London 1943), p. loi. 
a. Christopher Dawson, The Jhuigement of Nations (London 1943), p.13. 

3. I dispense with a fiill exposition of this relation between aims and axioms, 
for I have enlarged upon it elsewhere. The conflict between the aims and the 
culture of a period are treated in my opening lecture of the series Ow Qdture: 
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CHAPTER IV 


The Political Faiths 


"V "TT 7e have been turned out of Paradise.’ This has been said 
%/^to us again recently, not this time by a Church father, 
T Tbut by Lionel Robbins, who is a Professor of Economic 
Science. He explains: ‘We have neither eternal life nor unlimited 
means of gratification. Everywhere we turn, if we choose one •thing 
we must relinquish others which, in different circunMtances, we 
would wish not to have relinquished. Scarcity of means to satisfy 
given ends is an almost ubiquitous condition of human behaviour.’ ‘ 
For him, the fact that men cannot have all their wants gratified 
and must give up some satisfactions in order to have others makes 
the human situation that gives rise to economics. That is correct, 
if it is not assumed that all choices which determine economic 
behaviour are choices exclusively between economic satisfactions. 
But the suggestion that the necessity of renouncing this for the sake 
of that satisfaction is the substance of man’s alienation from his 
supreme good is very doubtful theology. It calls attention to the 
finite and conditioned character of all things in this world. Chris- 
tianity, however, has never taught that the limitatiom of man’s 
terrestrial life constitute the fall of man, as some of the Oriental 
and Greek religious philosophies''have held.* Limitation and fini- 
tude are aspects of the created order and are not in themselves tiie 
principle of evil or unfulfilment. The fallenness of man consists in a 
certain net of evil in which mankind is caught because of his re- 
fusal to live obediently and strategically with these limitations; 
because of his succumbing to the seduction to ‘be as gods’.® And 
there is then a secret hope that by overcoming the limitations of 
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his creaturely existence, man can thereby undo the chains forged 
by his rebellion. 

But we kavB been turned out of Paradise, and it still has enough 
hold on us to make us want to bring it on earth in our own way. 
That helps us to interpret the situation we now come to deal with. 

But first a few words of recapitulation. We saw a kind of fate at 
work in which the independence gained by the secular spheres from 
religion and ethics led at one stage to the bending of social pur- 
poses to economic ends; and then how all economic considerations 
tended to become adjuncts of the free play of market forces. We 
did not stay to look for an inevitable logic connecting these three 
steps, but we considered two largely unsuspected factors: one, that 
the whole development was a productive and commercial success 
as long as it rested upon a pre-capitalist layer which it eventually 
ate too far into to survive; another, that before this process reached 
its climax human nature was protecting itself from social disloca- 
tion by various socialistic measures. 

Not only did men believe that the substructure would always be 
there, they also held that the aims of the liberal age for the flower- 
ing of personalities were part of the trend of things and that they 
would be realized for man considered an item in the world process. 
In the last lecture I pointed out that these aims of giving status 
and significance to particular things, persons and associations in 
their own right and not merely as contributors to a larger whole — 
namely what was positive in the liberal idea — these aims derived 
really from the opposite axiom that human existence stands in 
another dimension as well as the temporal one. It has roots in a 
source of meaning behind the flux of things; otherwise the part has 
no cl^m to be left unswallowed by a bigger part of the whole. 
Otherwise thfere would be no theories of life, only life itself; other- 
wise there would be no judgeiflents about the good and bad in 
JiTstory. Christian thought afcms this two-dimensional firame by 
saying that human life, while it is involved in Nature and history 
g.nd conditioned by them, has links in its very being with the 
Eternal. God who transcends the world as well as operating within 
it by His immanent action. The nature of man includes the link 
between human existence and the eternal God as a bare feet — 
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without necessarily the consciousness of that link and response to 
it which is religion. In addition Christianity affirms that man has 
a mobility, a power to round on his source — a capacity to handle 
reality by thought, a freedom to say ‘yes’ or ‘no’. This power is the 
image of God in him, a kind of delegated replica of ‘‘.he freedom of 
God over His creation. It is a metaphysical and not necessarily a 
moral image for this makes man neither holy nor blessed— as 
Ruysbroek would say — ^it merely makes him man, and gives him 
the power to become a devil. 

Let us look again at the different picture in the outlook of the 
recent past. In all movements which change the historic situation, 
men usually support their efforts by a faith that their aims are in 
the trend of a universal purpose. We have seen that in the earlier 
phase of the modem period this found a theological expression in 
the doctrine of a Deity who inaugurated the mechanism of develop- 
ment and kept it infallibly in operation from above. It could not, 
therefore, be defeated, though its progress could be hindered by 
reactionary forces of human perversity. 

This deist doctrine meant that the human world could not be in 
any serious contradiction to the universal purpose, and that it 
would run along its predestined lines without the need of repeated 
re-submission to the divine will. When, later, the theology was 
dropped, the same process was conceived in purely immanentist 
terms, but the outlook was not much altered. With such an out- 
look there can be no accounting for the colossal defeat of the great 
hopes of the epoch. 

By contrast, this other picture of these things, drawn from a 
Christian interpretation of existetice, does, I believe, provide a 
more penetrating insight The human situation at every point is 
the result of an interaction of two forces, man’s link 's/ith the place 
of his origin and place of his fulfllitnent which Christians call God, 
and his alienation from it The alienation is not due to his bein^ a. 
finite, earthly, limited and historical creature, for he is these things 
by creation; it is due to the propensity in him to give some aspect 
of his relative and limited existence an absolute and infinite value. 
It may be his mind or his spirit, then he follows the sin of Lucifer; 
it may be his possessions, or vital urges, then he sedcs to relapse 
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into the stream of Nature, fleeing from the pain of individuality. 
What a bliss that would be! Or it may be one valid part of his com- 
munal life — ^like his race, or state, or class or economic devices — ^that 
is assumed to be that which gives significance to all the rest. To re- 
peat, this propensity to make absolute and universal what is relative 
and conditional is the blind or wilful working of the fact that at the 
root of his being man is tugged at through his link with the uncon- 
ditioned, namely that he is the kind of creature the Christian 
religion says he is. 

In the age of capitalist economic enterprise, as we have seen, its 
achievements and devices were regarded as universal, belonging to 
man as such. This axiom was followed by others: that one layer 
of human society, the economic one, was the substance of social 
existence; and further that the market relations were central in the 
1 economic sphere. Now, to pursue the diagnosis I am trying to 
present, when absolute value is given to a relative construction of 
human spirit, or when something valid but peripheral is treated as 
central, then sooner or later men are pulled by their very nature 
and oflen without awareness to correct the misbalance and seek to 
live by a counter-principle. But this too is off centre. And so long 
as men see their lives only as part of the immanent order, the new 
principle is treated as central too or given the value of the lost 
Paradise. So, for instance, periods of rationalisSi give place to 
more vitalistic dogmas; idealism to materialism and the other way 
round. We are now about to consider the swing-over from the 
market principle to the state principle. All these are ways in which 
man is pulled from one eccentricity by the cord that holds him to 
the place of fulfilment, and because he is at the same time alien- 
ated firpm it by seeking it in the sole dimension of his terrestrial 
existence, he goes over to another eccentric position. Moreover, 
aU the vultures of egoism, power-ftriving, pride and self-deception, 
gather round this transformation and make full use of it. Of course, 
they deck themselves in the moral feathers plucked from the 
simple-minded doves who only know that the change is seeking to 
overcome the previous evil. The good which strives against this one 
evil becomes mistaken for the original or ultimate or final har- 
mony of things, and thus arise colossal idolatries, oppressions and 
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terrible sacrifices of persons for an alleged ultimate fulfilment. 

But short of these extreme results, on a less catastrophic plane, 
other things happen which in my view can only be understood 
with the kind of diagnosis I am suggesting. The one we are now 
ready to scrutinize is the move away from the kind of misbalance 
represented by economic and market relations as the constitutive 
principle of society, to the state principle as the substance of com- 
munity. This is a marked feature of the great reversal which we 
have loosely called the decline of capitalism. 

When I say that the state principle is replacing the economic 
principle, I mean that the political fact of the modem state be- 
comes the most conscious instrument by which peoples seek to re- 
cover community after the breakdown of market economy. In fact, 
it is only in the lands of the more developed political tradition — 
what we roughly call the democracies — that the state stands for the 
primary social bond in the minds of most people. Elsewhere, in 
Europe and the East, where the claims of the social whole are 
pressed most thoroughly and ruthlessly, the state is regarded as an 
instrument of what is held to be more fundamental, such as the 
national destiny, or the folk soul, or the workers’ revolution, or the 
East’s independence of the West. 

There seems to be some contradiction here, but it is only appar- 
ent. In our Western tradition the state has never in theory invaded 
the realms of culture, craft and religion; yet it is here in the West 
that hopes are placed upon the state for a recovery of community 
by all who do not believe in a recovery of predominantly economic 
bonds, whereas in the recent Eastern and Central European revolu- 
tions society overcame the state. In regimes which arc openly 
totalitarian the state is captured by a political party whiclj. speaks 
in the name of some community programme. TrolSky cried: ‘the 
state must be destroyed once mdBre’, and the original Nazi revolu- 
tion in Germany was in a sense an outbreak of popular ener^es 
against the overweight of the German state. It should be noted, 
however, that Stalin, at the i6th and i8th Party Congresses pf 
1930 and 1939, announced that the party no longer holds that the 
state will wither away before the victory of classless socialism in 
all countries. Such a heresy against Marxist orthodoxy made sur- 
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prisingly little stir; it was got over by one of the most skilful turns 
of dialectic argument. When state power is invested with cultural 
and moral an4 social monopoly it is more dangerous to the divi- 
sion of powers and plurality of functions than plain state domina- 
tion, for a society which is so fully conditioned that all its organs 
work uncritically for the fulfilment of one of its communal aims has 
no principle in it by which the trend can be challenged. Society is su- 
preme and the state marches in its clothing. So the political faiths of 
our day arereallysocial faiths using thevast apparatus of state power. 

I am asserting that the state principle is no more able to consti- 
tute the bonds that make a society than the market principle. 
Although these two have been rivals of a sort during the last two 
centuries, we can say a little more precisely how the predominance 
of market relations under capitalism made inevitable the rise of 
the political faiths of our time. Three reasons seem to stand out to 
account for modem communities resorting to the state as the in- 
strument of social restoration. Something was needed to counter- 
act the dislocations of a market economy ceasing to function, or 
functioning only at the cost of arousing a widespread sense of in- 
justice and bewilderment. Then, a social reality was needed which 
would give status and a sense of significant function to the mass of 
men, both of which had been alienated from them by the indus- 
trial and commercial system capitalism had created. And, in the 
third place, an object of reverence, a repository of the social good, 
had to be found which would engage men’s religious and emotional 
attachment in the void left by the disappearance of a specifically 
‘sacred’ sphere of life, and in the cold relations of contract, bar- 
gaining and mechanization which had replaced the warmth of 
pre-economic unities. Whatever conclusions we may come to about 
the success or feilure of the state principle in meeting these needs, 
the firm belief that it would, or the dim sense that after all nothing 
offered on a big and deep enough scale, or just the blind seek- 
ing for something lost — these amply account for the growth of 
faith in the state principle as the power for re-forming society. 

*On the first of these reasons there has been a growing volume of 
radical criticism of capitalist economy on grounds of its eventual 
unworkability, due to some contradictions in its structure and to 
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the sense of resentment it breeds. From the approaches to state 
socialism in the later utilitarians, through the many ramifications 
of Karl Marx’s analyses, the doctrines of the Fabians and syndical- 
ists, to the fascist, communist and national socialist revolutions we 
can trace a variegated opposition to the market economy of capi- 
talism. Some of these movements definitely looked to the state as 
the organ of a more stable and just economy, and others, while 
critical of this solution, recognized its oncoming sweep with 
resignation or dismay. Apart, however, from the more familiar 
causes of resort to the state as the supreme economic organ for co- 
ordinating or administering the economic affairs of the commun- 
ity, there are one or two considerations of special importance for 
our examination of the situation. One is that moves towards poli- 
tical direction of economic life are not entirely a tendency counter- 
acting the market economy. In some respects it is the fulfilment of 
the trends in that economy. With the growth of trades unibns on 
the one hand, and of vast industrial and commercial management 
corporations, state control is on the way whether it be by extend- 
ing an existing process or by a concern that any dangers of social 
irresponsibility in such great power groups must not be allowed to 
develop. And, less consciously, ‘the rationed organization of indus- 
trial production became one of the strongest impulses towards a 
democratic reorganization of the political order and of the educa- 
tional system, and thus of the modem national state. ... A neo- 
feudal attitude of protectionism is spreading and is using the 
organizatory forms of the new social and political order for re- 
stricting competition. . . . Already the final phase of the self- 
annihilation of industrial dynamics comes in sight: subjection of 
economic autonomy and free exchange to political regulation and 
centralized planning.’* A second factor is the need fdr some autiior- 
ity to stand over the potential Struggle between Owner Manage- 
ment and Labour Unions, a struggle which in England becomes 
more tense as its economy becomes less able to recovei*the relative 
peace between capital and labour achieved, as for instance be- 
tween 1850 and i 88 s 5, when they could jointly and freely exploit 
the pre-capitalist world. Moreover, state allocation and rationing 
. of znaterial, labour and land and technical competence may weU 
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become nearly absolute owing to this technical civilization, in both 
its capitalist and socialist forms, failing to provide for its own re- 
production. Infiustrialism has relied upon the social capital stored 
up in its own and then in foreign pre-capitalist communities; it has 
used that nearly up, created a world where its costs rise steeply 
and where native peoples themselves enter the industrial and 
market field. Capitalism could deliver goods cheaply so long as it 
did not have to meet this cost of reproducing the basis of society, 
and labour shared the profits. As Rosenstock-Huessy puts it: ‘The 
modem employer comes into a settled community like a bull into 
a china shop. He lives by murdering the pre-capitalist orders. But 
he and his own labour forces still receive all the moral order they 
have, firom the values of this same pre-capitalist world which capi- 
talism underbids.’® The shrinkage of the world as a cheap source 
of supply and an open sink for manufactures is presenting the older 
industrial societies with the task of reproducing those of its basic 
assets that' in theory coxild be created again — such as its animal 
and vegetable supply, its community impulse, its moral and spiri- 
tual order, its neighbourhood and craft loyalties; and the task of 
husbanding its irreplaceable assets like its open spaces, its water- 
supply, its mineral wealth. And at the same time these industrial 
societies have to turn out a stream of secondary products and ser- 
vices which their populations have been led to want. Capitalism 
stimulated appetites which looked like being met in its lucky day 
and which the ensuing socialism stiU counts on satisfying. The job 
of allocating natural resources and energies between the two de- 
mands of reproduction and current satisfactions is one which no 
recent political system has dared to take seriously. But the cumu- 
lative emergencies arising from the dissipation of basic sources of 
econoirac life •drive still further towards state ownership or con- 
trol over community assets. • 

^ Again, disappointment at not getting what industrialism prom- 
ised breeds cesentment amd a demand for more equal distribution 
of a diminishing revenue. The assumption, which was valid in 
the period of expansion, that deprivation here generally meant 
that some had too much there, continues to operate. And what 
but the state will be trusted to do the equalizing? Further, a 

93 



The Political Faiths 

special case arises for societies which set up full employment as an 
economic goal. Such a society to-day has to attempt two incom- 
patible things: to keep people busy where they are? whether their 
work is reproductive or extravagant of basic assets, and to get 
people from secondary to primary occupations Ss this becomes 
more and more urgent. No sectional interest can dare to handle 
this tricky and distasteful dilemma and the population itself has 
not the awareness or the will to cope with its seriousness. These are 
but a few of the reasons for increasing dirigisme of economic life on 
the part of the state, over and above the reasons stated by the great 
socialist propaganda movements. They tell why every modern 
government acts as an ‘abnormal’ government, taking greater 
powers to deal with one emergency after another. The state prin- 
ciple grows in influence as the market economy ceases to function. 

The second reason we are considering for this growth is that 
citizenship in the political sense has come to acquire a land of 
substitute value for the sense of status and functional significance 
in occupation, both of which were steadily weakened by the 
economic enterprise of capitalism. The economic benefits of that 
enterprise could not be a sufficient substitute for emotional attach- 
ment to a social order to which men felt they belonged, however 
ground down they might be, and where they could see with their 
eyes that their labour or exploits were purposive and contributory. 
The long-range blessings of industrialism are too much things to 
be inferred rather than seen, so that a convinced loyalty to it is 
confined to the few who can take long views. No wonder that the 
majority think of those long-range benefits as only the interests of 
a minority. Schumpeter writes: ‘There are the daily troubles and 
expectations of trouble everyone has to struggle with in any social 
system — ^the fiictions and disappointments, the greater and smaller 
unpleasant events that hurt, afinoy and thwart. I suppose that 
every one of us is more or less in the habit of attributing tfiem 
wholly to that part of reality which lies without Hs skin, and 
emotional attachment to the social order— -1.6. the very thing capi- 
talism is constitutionally unable to produce — ^is necessary in order 
to overcome the hostile impulse by which we react to them. If 
there is no emotional attachment, then that impulse has its way 
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and grows into a permanent constituent of our psychic set-up.’® 
Now, the state can never be an object of emotional attachment 
which could replace a man’s roots in home, property, neighbour- 
hood and craft association. But when these ties have been weakened 
by the proletarian condition of workers, then the fact of citizenship 
in the national state is more and more turned to as the sole guar- 
antee of status and the sole provider of purpose. This is not altered 
by the fact that the causes of disaffection are then projected upon 
governments instead of upon the propertied and managerial 
classes. In fact, as society becomes less plxiralist and more unitary 
under state direction, aU social resentments become directed 
against the state, and the state tends to redirect them against 
foreign powers. State socialist regimes are clearly less international 
than earlier ones with a more mixed internal grouping of classes 
and powers. But resentment against the state in advanced collec- 
tivist societies is one side of the expectation that as citizens men 
can find somewhere a reality which treats them for what they are 
and not only for what they can do and deserve. And where state 
collectivism has not arrived the faith is all the stronger that there 
perhaps man can recover a sense of status. And as to function, 
tmder capitalist industrialism, with its growing dependence upon 
unskilled operations, with the subdivision of labour, with its call 
upon standardized repetitive productive actions, with its mam- 
moth corporations, a man’s work becomes far removed from some- 
thing he can think of as being done for its own sake or as con- 
tributing to the well-being of his family, his fellows or his locality. 
To my knowledge there has not, since the birth of the capitalist 
epoch, ever been a ‘quality strike’, or a withdrawal of labour in 
protest at having to do bad or shoddy work. It is with this voca- 
tional fimptiness that there comes at least the theoretical prescrip- 
tion that by working for the state the artisan is serving the needs 
of A.e community as a whole. It is pretty thin as a concrete incen- 
five, but for want of anything more living it has a moral and 
propaganda force. Two recent authorities who are not themselves 
uJ)holders of collectivism have seen the lack of status and of a sense 
of fimction, as at the root of much unrest and resentment, where 
even the victims suppose that it is due to purely economic discon- 
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tents. Peter Drucker, having shovm that not only the unemployed 
man, but also the automatic mechanized unskilled worker who is 
the more efiicient for not understanding the whole process, suffers 
from a lack of function and status, though he may consciously have 
come to value only income and economic wealth - He goes on to 
say: ‘What the people really demanded during the last decade was 
not only economic security but social status and function. . . . 
Economic security as a political programme ignores the most im- 
portant lessons of the last twenty-five years; that economic satis- 
factions are only negatively effective in society and politics. The 
absence of economic satisfactions creates severe social and political 
dislocations. But their presence does not by itself constitute a func- 
tioning society.’’ And Professor Ropke reminds us of the alarm 
felt by Le Play in France, and Jefferson in America, at the prospect 
of the peasants and workers becoming changed into a propertyless 
and nomadic proletariat on the one hand, and a capitalist*pluto- 
cracy on the other. He then defines proletarianization as a ‘highly 
dangerous sociological and anthropological state which is 
characterized by lack of property, lack of reserves of every kind 
(including the ties of family and neighbourhood), by economic 
servitude, uprooting, massed living quarters, militarization of 
work, by estrangement from nature and by the mechanization of 
productive activity; in short, by a general devitalization and loss 
of personality.’® And again: ‘Congestion, regimentation, prole- 
tarianization, collectivization and the disappearance of the little 
properties of the masses, who incidentally are being continually 
recruited afresh from the crumbling middle classes, all these are 
discharged like a river into a mass delta, ordered, led and 
always further financed by the state, and in conjunction with the 
state together with its apparatus for taxation and -social services, 
produce a society which is drying up individuality in favour of 
collectivism ... the wider the span of proletarianization, "tlm 
wilder become the cravings of the uprooted to be-guaranteed 
social services and economic security by the state . . . (and) the 
greater part of the national income (is) claimed for and direct^ 
by the state.’® 

These quotations depict the movements which meet together in 

96 



The Political Faiths 

erecting the political state into the sole or^an for giving the mass of 
men the psychic and physical standing in society which capitalism 
could only succeed by cutting away. I should repeat that it is faith 
in the state that is here emphasized as a social force, not necessarily 
appreciation ofsthe result achieved. Of these results a modicum of 
economic security can and has been achieved, as in Britain, and it 
can last as long as the total economy survives. But the sense of 
having status and performing a significant function is something 
which no modem social system has conferred on the proletarian 
masses, except by some kind of non-economic totalitarian impulse. 
Hitler largely succeeded because he offered these satisfactions in a 
cause outside the economic sphere where it had quite broken down. 
The USSR does it by attaching to state power all the existing 
community feeling which a pre-capitalist society still possesses. But 
with rapid industrialization this community feeling has to be for- 
tified or replaced by the stimulus of nationalist sentiment, of con- 
viction that it is the morally superior industrial society crusading 
in an otherwise doomed world, and of the kick it gets from chal- 
lenging the older industrial powers. 

In the third place, political faiths replace economic ones because 
at this stage in the decline of capitalism the state tends to take on a 
sacred character, or becomes the central council of a society on 
which is projected the ineradicable need for a realm of ‘the holy’. 
This increases with the disappearance of dynaistic and monarchic 
rulers with their semi-sacred attributes. Hitler was the legatee of 
the European dynasties which Woodrow Wilson abolished; Lenin 
and his successor inherit the mystical reverence accorded to the 
Tsars. In England men insist on maintaining the kingship as a 
rallying point of social and personal loyalties which cannot find an 
outlet in the impersonality and anonymity of the economic and 
civic stracture. So here the only feeble symptom of any tendency 
to identify the political with the sacred realm is the Labour Party’s 
habit of talking like a prayer meeting. 

It is one of the strange features of the twentieth century that the 
state is tiding to be given the value once attached to the church. 
This is due to Ae weakening of a religious and intellectual culture 
which cotild stand a sqjaration of political and religiom authority 
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so long as both were understood as having a common underlying 
warrant and a common allegiance to the religious and moral 
axioms of Christendom. This separation was a Jarge factor in 
creating a framework for liberty and enterprise. In one respect the 
relegation of the state to a secular or civic role, f.s distinguished 
from its being a divine object of veneration, begins with the Old 
Testament theocracy. In Mesopotamia ‘political influence was 
wielded in the universe only by those members who, by virtue of 
the power inherent in them, could be classed as Gods’; in Egypt 
the divinity was the God-King; Alexander introduced the ruler- 
divirdty to the Hellenic world and it then passed into the Roman 
orbit. In contrast to all this the Hebrews originated the conception 
of a social order established by God, but having no sacred or 
absolute character of its own. Holiness and absolute sovereignty 
belong to God alone who transcends every cosmic reality and 
every human institution.^® The Old Testament never confounded 
the kings with the priests, though the former were always the 
Lord’s anointed. The Christian Church still further dissociated 
the civil from the religious power by its supernatural and trans- 
local structure. This separation was afiirmed by Christ’s distinc- 
tion between the things that belong to Caesar and those that be- 
long to God, and Christendom has largely been the history of ten- 
sion between the princely and the sacerdotal functions, the two 
powers having sometimes been taken as symbolized in the ‘two 
swords’ of Luke xxii, 38.^^ But while the Hebrew-Christian tradi- 
tion de-divinized the state, it held the political as well as the 
priestly order to be under God, although in a distinct mode. 
Rulers were considered responsible for bringing acts of state before 
the judgement of righteousness understood as the holy will of God. 
With the rise of die modem national state this link with the sacred 
order was for all practical purposes completely broken and the 
‘secularized’ state, in the full contemporary sense of the teSm, 
appeared. Since then not only the state but also society and its 
culture have become secularized, and the economic age has 
strengthened the place of raturadist elements in secularism by 
making them subserve the awakened race for wealth and influence 
backed by economic power. Capitalism gave to the perennial self- 
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interest of man and his grabbing propensities the weapon of 
rational calculation; and socialism seeks to add to the rational 
handlin g of n%eans for economic ends the rational planning of 
the economy as a whole which has seemed so absent in the capital- 
ist epoch. An(?, as Engels was never tired of repeating, the in- 
creased sense of man’s power to master his environment led to his 
emancipation from any allegiance to a sacred realm. This is true, 
but.only at one human level. On another level in the human 
being the need for a ‘holy community’ creeps in and demands 
satisfkction. As early as the French Revolution the new secular 
state was panoplied in the armour of a churchly society.'® Later 
the praises of a goddess of Nature and her adorable daughters, 
Virtue, Reason and Truth, were sung by Holbach to invigorate 
the static world of Newtonian physics. To-day it is society itself 
that takes on the lineaments of a divine absolute, with the state 
corres*ponding to the first Person of the secular divinity. In one 
sense it is the end of the lay state of the last three centuries; in 
another it is a reaction in the depths of man’s being against the 
utilitarian and contractual character of nineteenth-century bour- 
geois society — a blind heave of the modem soul to find a substitute 
for the lost religious foundations of life and a lost spiritual com- 
munity. ‘No one can understand the German’s exaltation of the 
“State” unless he knows that it is rooted in the depreciation of a 
visible church.’^® The mystique of the state will grow with the 
dominance of life by mechanization and economic motives. 
This whole trend is an aspect of the curious way in which the 
twentieth century is reversing the whole course of Western history. 
That history began with the disentangling of the sacred and the 
civic r^ms. Because the modem epoch in which capitalist liberal 
rationality plhyed such a decisive part arose with and then 
accentuated the ‘secularization’ df life, the twentieth-century poli- 
Sical faiths are reverting to the identification of the two orders. 

What ha{)pened in Italy and Germany, what is still going on in 
USSR and Eastern Europe and Asia came by revolution; in the 
West it happens by drift and by ad hoc dealing with one emergency 
after another. We do not know whether this difference between 
the West on the one hand and Eastern Europe and Asia on the 
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other will remain mainly a difference of method and tempo only, 
while going in the same direction; or whether two quite different 
kinds of community will emerge. It is quite clearr however, that 
the moving impulse is different. Faith in the state in the West is 
the result of inability to see any other counterweight to the freely 
operating market principle. Considerable light has been thrown 
upon the transformation of our time in respect of this distinction 
between society and state and their fusion to-day, by Mr. Chris- 
topher Dawson in his book Beyond Politics. Here are a few relevant 
passages. ‘While English thinkers, whether Liberal or Conserva- 
tive, recognized that society transcends the State, they did not 
realize the need for any deliberate organization of the more poU- 
ticcil social functions. They believed that these things could be 
safely left to nature and to the free activity of individuals or, alter- 
natively, to nature and social tradition.’^* Mr. Dawson makes the 
point that the relatively modest place the state has had in'liberal 
societies, where one power was checked by many others, was due 
to society having a fairly common culture and set of values, and as 
we have emphasized, these were mistaken for the permanent 
apparatus of human existence. When they begin to be dissipated 
the two independent orders of secular culture and ‘the vast system 
of financial commercial and industrial relations which we know as 
the capitalist order, become centrifugal and disintegrating forces’ 
— ^though they had vastly increased men’s natural and spiritual 
resources. ‘This first became plainly evident’, says Dawson, ‘in 
regard to economics, and it was here that the first conscious 
attempt was made to restore unity of direction and bring the 
economic order under the control of the community. This was the 
origin of Socialism and in a sense of all the totalitarian move- 
ments, for the attempt to unify the political and economic orders 
led almost inevitably to the coifiusion of social categories and the 
attempt to extend state control to every sphere of social life.’*® 
To that understanding there has to be added that "Soviet com- 
munism has an entirely different origin. There society had not 
been through the liberai experience. A much more tribal or clan- 
nish organization with a sacred value attached to society itself has 
begun to take over the powerful social mechanics of the, West— its 
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state apparatus, its economic and industrial outlooks, and its tech- 
nical frenzies — ^and harnessed all these to a pre-capitalistic group 
solidarity. It is^a very tough combination and has the same kind of 
dan which possessed Western industrialism in its early stage before 
it made too many inroads into its pre-economic foundations. In 
Mr. Fitzroy Maclean’s Eastern Approaches you will read that what 
the peasant tribesman near the Afghanistan border regards his 
citizenship of USSR to mean is that it has introduced to him the 
motor car, the wireless, cheap scent and flimsy clothing, things 
which Western capitalism could offer pretty well.^® 

But the decline of capitalism is a Western phenomenon as was 
its rise. In this region the elevation of the state principle to counter- 
act the free play of market forces and to give cultural forces a 
direction which was lost by breach with tradition, is to be seen as 
a heave of the Western soul away from one tragic eccentricity. As 
we should expect from our previous analysis, the state assuming 
this function becomes itself a new form of eccentricity, for the 
state in the West has never been more than an organ of society; it 
could not be its creator or sustaining principle. And the state is not 
really the counterweight to the unstable unities made by exag- 
gerated economic relations. The state in its modern form builds 
upon man as citizen, and as it grows in power it tends to squeeze 
out or submerge all other human relationships. Neville Figgis, in 
his important work The Churches and the Modem State, said that 
“What we actually see in the world is not on the one hand the 
State, and on the other a mass of unrelated individuals, but a vast 
complex of gathered unions, in which alone we find individuals, 
families, clubs, trade unions, colleges, professions and so forth.’^'' 
For the origins of the state principle we must go to another 
authority, Edward Jenks, who explains in Imo and Politics in the 
Middle Ages how the disentangling of the individual from the clan 
B dhe side of the same process that makes the state supersede the 
clan. The state is not the enlargement of the clan; there is no 
identity of principle between the two; the success of the state 
ineans the destruction of the dan. ‘The dan is a community of 
groups, the state is a community of individuals.’^® Jenks held, I 
think correctly, that there was and is an implacable struggle be- 
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tween them. He also held that ‘In the long run the state is vic- 
torious all along the line.’^® That has not seemed so certain since 
he wrote these things half a century ago, and he hjimself suggests 
why it may not be so though he did not draw this conclusion. ‘No 
doubt’, he wrote, ‘as far as efficiency pure and sim|5le is concerned 
the principles of the state are sounder than the principles of the 
clan . . . but gentile (i.e. clannish) ideas spring from instincts deep 
rooted in humanity and they cannot be entirely neglected. . . , 
While gentile ideas do not make for efficiency, at least they make 
for stability.’®® 

This brings out what I want to emphasize. Both the state prin- 
ciple with man treated as bare citizen, and the market principle 
with man treated as bare economic unit (I am abstracting from a 
tendency; fortunately men in the concrete are never so silly as 
their theories), both these represent very advanced constructions 
of the human spirit and intellect, built on to the substance of 
society made up from clan, associative, geographical, and reli- 
gious groupings. They are artificial in the strict sense of the word, 
and we need not fall into the romantic error of concluding there- 
fore that they are bad. But we have to make two generalizations: 
one, that neither is the principle of social healing; that must take 
place on a sub-economic and sub-political level. Two, that when 
the state principle is invoked as a remedy for the sickness of a 
society overweighted by market and contract relationships, then 
the real disorder is more effectively concealed. 

I cannot add to the vast literature of twentieth-century political 
movements or analyse the revolutionary character of those which 
seek to keep the breakdown of the world economic and trading 
system outside their own borders. But we can see how it looks in 
terms of the religious account I have sketched. Recourse' to the 
state principle is one of the swings of the modem collective soul 
pulled by man’s essentially associative nature. Of course, thiS' ia 
made into practical programmes, into political theories, into 
moral, economic, cultural, or national aims. Becaxise man is a 
spirit-centred creature he mostly Ukes to clothe the tug of his 
nature in the panoply of a deliberate purpose. The state principle, 
even when it is merely the instrument of one communal urge seek- 
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ing to subdue all others, always misses the fulfilment of man’s 
associative nature. At least it does so when invoked as the 
restorer of daij^aged community relations. This is the outstanding 
example in our time of the process we outlined earlier. It is a 
response to m^’s urge for centrality away from one false position. 
If the state principle is taken as the essence of human togetherness 
instead of its product under certain specialized conditions, it be« 
conies itself a deforming principle. 

Tendencies in the direction of fusing all social and cultural 
activities into state activities — and giving the fusion the form of a 
great church, for that is what it amounts to — ^follow inevitably 
from the efforts to recover balance within the one-dimensional 
temporal plane. The balance is upset the other way. I will enlarge 
on this a little. 

For one thing, we may recall that, as primitive, natural, clan or 
tribal* organization gave place to the earlier civic and agrarian 
structures, natural, blood and neighbourhood tie could no longer 
be the only cohesive power; so there had to be ethics, legislation, 
professional custom and so on, something more deliberate and 
structural than Nature itself equipped men with. Precepts, consti- 
tutions, covenants, rules and codes appear as the way in which the 
social essence of mam works to overcome the factors of egoism and 
dissociation, which get a longer run when relations are more im- 
personal, civic and contractual than when they are tribal. This is a 
great step in the history of man. Some of you may know Denis 
Saurat’s pointed illustratiofn of this fact that precept comes in 
when Nature breaks down. He puts into the mouth of a French 
car/ the saying: The good God gave us a commandment that 
children should love and honour their parents, for it is not natural 
for children to love their parents. He pronounced no command- 
ment that parents should love their children; no commandment 
needed, for it is natural. That is why parents and children do 
not understand one another.*^ 

Now there is a limit to the extent to which law, ethics, contract 
a3ad government can go. They serve and make possible richer and 
more enterprising kinds of society. But there must be a network of 
native communal bonds of various kinds at the basis of civic 
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society. That is partly because the regulations and codes are never 
completely effective and human perversity distorts or gets round 
them; it is also because no society of people can live^entirely on the 
level of conscious social conformity — they would soon be worn out 
if they tried. When therefore the more elemental tdxture of society 
is broken up, as it has been in a predominantly economic age, 
more and more demands are made upon men and groups for 
deliberate and witting behaviour for the good of the social whole. 
And when national and political and economic societies are very 
big and complex, these demands to serve the good of the whole get 
beyond the powers of even the best-intentioned to envisage or to 
carry out. Then the omnicompetent state rides in as the moral and 
cultural preceptor and takes the place of Church. That is what 
rightly worries Professor Hayek who wrote, in The Road to Serfdom,', 
‘The state ceases to be a piece of utilitarian machinery intended to 
help individuals in the fullest development of their individual per- 
sonality and becomes a “moral” institution — ^where “moral” is not 
used in contrast to “immoral” but describes an institution which 
imposes on its members its views on all moral questions. ... In 
this sense the Nazi or any other collectivist state is “moral” while 
the Liberal state is not.’®® 

That is one reason why the state takes on a sacred character. I 
have referred to several others. I will re-state the one which seems 
to me the most far-reaching. The growth of over-riding economic 
and political relationships to the undoing of more natural inter- 
dependences has taken place along with a decline of religion and a 
loosening of men’s hold upon the reality of God and a sacred 
eternal realm on the inner side of things. Religious faith gives men 
a sense that they have a status in the universe, whatever happens 
in the rough and tumble of history. They require th^ conviction of 
having status in their relation ta reality as whole and in their im- 
mediate human setting. While we have been correctly taught fhstf 
contract relations mark a great advance over relations’ based only 
on status, they cannot entirely supersede them. Some part of life 
must be established for men to be adaptive in others. The conclu- 
sion of this compressed argument is that as men have steadily lost 
the feeling of status in their community and at the same time in 
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the eternal realm, both social and religious status are sought for 
in the fact of citizenship. The growing omnicompetence of the 
state thrives c^n this Siatus starvation in modem Western societies. 
And the need is the more easily filled by the state when people feel 
less and less significance in their work, less establishment in their 
homes and see their locality knocked Out of recognition during 
half a lifetime in the cause of development. 

The move towards giving the state and society a sacred character 
is of course more blatant on the Continent. In 1935 an authority 
could write : ‘As the achievement of preliminary success receded into 
the background, Bolshevism itself entered a religious phase. Nowa- 
days it has its god, its holy scriptures, its Church, its dogmas, its 
inquisitions, and its heretics.’®® Mussolini said in one of his speeches: 
‘The Fascist state is a force, but a spiritual force which embodies in 
itself all forms of the moral and intellectual life of man ... it is the 
soul (3f the soul.’®* Bergmann’s Twenty-Five Theses began: ‘I believe 
in the God of the Germanic Religion who works in Nature, in the 
sublime spirit of man.’®® All this is old and familiar and we may 
think it irrelevant, but it is only the extreme and feverish form of 
an inevitable pressure to get in somewhere the Holy Commurdty 
which men need. If it is not found in a church which transcends 
historic societies, its sacred quality is transferred to one of these. I 
have often quoted a revealing passage from the fourteenth of 
Fichte’s addresses to the German Nation, in which he lets out the 
logic of this tendency.*' He says that man is made for an eternal 
end and is not inwardly content with a more limited one. But he 
uses this truth to tell his compatriots that the individual person 
must therefore find his total purpose and significance in the life of 
his volk, for that, he averred, has eternal life. You see what an easy 
but'fatal mistake this can be. The race lasts much longer than the 
individual on earth, but the race still belongs to the temporal 
^oi?ler: and if you give it the supreme value of the eternal you 
subordinate the person merely to a larger wave of temporal suc- 
cession. All totalitarian oppressions are of this nature. Man has an 
maHenaJble link with the eternal world, but when he objectifies its 
pull upon him anjd makes absolute something in his temporal 
existence, then in the end he must lose his freedom. 
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To return from these high themes, if we can see that the period 
of declining capitalism has the character I have suggested, it helps 
us a little to disentangle a confused controversy. We, could name it 
after two recent participants and call it the Hayek-Finer debate. 
Professor Hayek wrote The Road to Serfdom, pointin’g out that ten- 
dencies which are undoing the liberal society, such as he had seen 
in Central Europe, he now saw coming with almost imperceptible 
relentlessness in Britain. He then proceeded to argue that the free- 
doms and loose associations and cultural vitalities which are 
threatened depended upon the autonomy of the economic function 
with its elements finding their own price in a free market, to use 
my own language. Then came a rejoinder entitled Road to Reaction 
by Dr. Finer, insisting that accumulations of monopolistic econo- 
mic power and great inequalities of wealth and advantage, made 
the coveted freedoms and opportunities impossible for the mass of 
people.^’ Therefore, the argument proceeded, the citizenship 
status afforded by the planning and welfare state was an instru- 
ment of those very freedoms and opportunities. I think this con- 
troversy is at cross purposes because both sides ignore the process 
I have been concerned to explain. The positive values which Hayek 
wants to preserve or recover were not created or sustained by the 
exchange and market system; they partly co-existed with it and 
survived until the pre-capitalist fabric into which they were woven 
had worn so thin that the economic pattern had no reliable basis. 
Then the state had to enter the social, moral and cultural field as 
the only possible cohesive. As a measure of cohesion it served clum- 
sily, but as a curative power it cannot of itself be effective. 

For the state to be true to its proper political function it must 
count on the same social health underneath as the market prin- 
ciple needed to achieve its transitory triumphs. To fcfiow how this 
health underneath is to come abeut may be beyond the insight of 
the present generation. But so long as the economic and the state^ 
principle monopolize the competition to be the constituent of 
social reality, their rivalry is bound to be a hind of war of the 
pseudo-religions. For when the final truth about man is sought in 
the immanent order, then one’s own side is equated with the 
sacred and the other identified with the unholy. When society 
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seeks the source of unity and meaning anywhere short of the God 
who transcends as well as acts within the world, some human and 
historic positic^n its put in the place of the displaced transcendent. 
Then there is bound to arise a campaign against religion which 
seems to the contestants to be either smugly above the battle or 
slily supporting the other side. 
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CHAPTER V 


The Criticism of Religion 


T remendous upheavals in the religious thought and disposi- 
tions of the Western mind accompanied the early stages of 
what we have called the Decline of Capitalism. The nine- 
teenth century in these parts of the world was, we may say, the 
field'of three main religious forces. There were first the traditional 
Christian Church outlooks, with profound variations, including 
the Catholic, the Calvinist and the Anglican doctrines and cul- 
tures. Each of these in their church doctrine and salvation theo- 
logy had resources for a specifically defined attitude to the social 
process, but only certain groups within the churches made use of 
these resources. 

Secondly, there was what may be called the religion of capital- 
ism, a kind of mixture which may be dubbed mechanism plus 
morals. In the earlier phase, the doctrines of the Hidden Hand and 
the Co mmun ity of Interests had projected providence and ethics 
right into the mechanism of the unregulated market relationship; 
then that phase had given place to a more judicious outlook in 
which belief and conduct were expected to counteract from out- 
side tRe imjSSrsonal workings of the dissociated economic ecchange- 
relationships. The Utilitarians were sufficiently alive to what was 
^gding on to allow a certain contradiction to arise in their body of 
doctrine; ®ne side of this contradiction clung to the natural iden- 
tity of interests and preserved a laisset-faire attitude; the other 
realized^ that such an identity had to be moulded out of a natural 
diversity of interests; this trend proceeded towards collectivism or 
the welfare state. 
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The third religious influence, which we must dwell on for a 
moment, had two opposed movements in it which nevertheless are 
at one in having no positive critical attitude to the ^ecular order. 
One was the kind of passive, subjective pietism which in the name 
of individual salvation held aloof from the enigmas^and dilemmas 
of the social order. This attitude had largely invaded the historic 
churches but was preserved alive mostly in some of the free 
churches. Strictly speaking, this was a position in which there 
could be no Christian judgement on the structure of society in the 
name of a natural order for man — no Christian doctrine of the 
secular — only Christian judgement of the conduct of men within 
their comer of the structure. The other, the opposite tendency, 
was the identification of the Christian spirit with what seemed best 
in the historic scene, blessing the highest aims of society itself. It 
often took and still takes the form of faith in the power of disinter- 
ested altruism spreading from men touched by grace to thfi vast 
impersonal relationships of classes, corporations and national 
groups. It is the application to the social sphere of the premises of 
religious liberalism. Sometimes this meant an identification of the 
Christian message with an organized movement of reform, exem- 
plified in the saying; ‘Christianity is the religion of which 
Socialism is the practice.’ 

This crude account of religious forces, at a period when the 
interaction of Church and world was dissolving into dissociation, 
is something not only to be observed. It could be deduced; it could 
not help but happen. If a phase of cultural history has proceeded 
under the sign of an incamational religion, as Europe certainly 
has, and then the world-affirming and the world-transcending 
elements in that incamational dogma fall apart, what have you? 
You will inevitably have on the one hand the worlds own'move- 
ments throwingup their proper immanentist faiths — ^perhaps at first 
with a dash of Deism for traditional appearances’ sake; but this sdbiv. 
fades out- On the other hand you will have a renunciation of any 
direct theological word about the fate of man in his historic setting 
and a move towards a pure individualist and apocalyptic/eligion. 
But you will also have trends within the religious bo^es virtually 
to drop the dialectic relation of man’s temporal and eternal refcr- 
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ences, and to become assimilated to the world’s own immanentist 
assumptions; this first takes a liberal and then a collectivist form- 

The great Churches who still hold on to the fruitful tension be- 
tween the eternal and the worldly references, and who find their 
theological w^rant in incamational doctrine, have perhaps not 
come firmly to grips with the split in the modern soul, the split 
wherein each half of their own truth has acquired an independent 
and therefore a false or heretical existence. One major require- 
ment of so coming to grips must be an assessment of the force of 
the attacks on the Christian religion which this situation has 
called out. There were of course many criticisms of religion which 
had no particular concern with the social dissociations accompany- 
ing the liberal age; a great number proceeded from ostensibly 
intellectual and moral motives without awareness that society 
itself had become a problem. And many forms of secularist philo- 
sophy have appeared, some of them openly in criticism of religious 
beliefs, others with little conscious opposition to them. It will be 
useful to classify the main types of secularism with an interpreta- 
tion of it made from a Christian outlook. Such a sketch will 
establish that secularism has been as much a characteristic of 
the intellectual atmosphere in which capitalism triumphed as it 
has been of the movements opposing it. 

The ancient pagamisms, the Bible and the Christian Church all 
have this in common, that they hold the source of all things to be a 
divine reality which transcends the world as well as operating in it. 
The secularisms of to-day have this in common, that they hold the 
meaning of the world to lie within itself. So we may use the adjec- 
tive ‘secular’, for all its ecclesiastical origin, to denote a collection 
of working philosophies, bearing in mind that the purely rational- 
ist and matErfaUst outlooks wMch marked the secularisni of the 
last century arc only a small part of the secularism of the contem- 
jpotary world. By far the most influential secularist movements of 
to-day have psychologically religious overtones which distinguish 
them firom rationalism or mcchanKtic materialism. They are none 
the less atheistic, and they get their religious overtones by giving 
some level of human existence the absolute or sacred quality 
which genuine religion accords only to Grod. 
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The older materialists endowed the atomic substratum of things 
with all the potentialities of intellectual and spiritual development. 
A later phase gave biological existence the central place, with 
crude matter as a kind of backwash, while ‘life’ pushed forward to 
give birth to the gods. Then appeared the claims of psychology 
with the human psyche as the key to the management of existence, 
human salvation being found by communion with the libido. 
These are respectively materialist, vitalist and psychological forms 
of secularism. 

Next comes a group of outlooks which virtually||deify some 
phase of the historic process. Nationalism has in some phases been 
a substitute religion; Marxist Communism gives absolute and 
universal value to one particular social programme; Fascism defin- 
itely made the folk-consciousness into the finger of God. Demo- 
cracy in England and America has almost been given the status of 
the Commandments and the Gospel. 

Probably the most widespread and popular form of secularism 
in this coimtry is that blend of naturalism and rationalism which 
believes in the emergence of rational, moral and social incentives 
as the result of the passage of time and history. It has misapplied 
the biological doctrine of evolution to society, injected into this 
conception the ethical and social aims of Western Europe while 
believing that those aims are incipiently part of Nature, whereas 
they are the products of a definite historic tradition. It then urges 
that the ethically good is to be defined by that which furthers die 
evolutionary process. Not all the intellectual and social revolts 
agzdnst this view in the history of the last half-century have shaken 
the naive fideism of its champions in this country. We may call it 
evolutionary progressivism. 

Lastly, the most seductive form of secularism, vVoich 6an de- 
ceive the very elect, is that which interprets this evolutionary im- 
manentism as the self-revelation of spirit, as in the massive idealistic 
philosophy of Hegel and his dependents. This has not much direct 
influence now, but it has two indirect descendants. One is the 
dialectical aspect of Marxism, in which the force of the H^elian 
self-developing idea is transferred to the material and social 
struggle. And there is, secondly, the still surviving hangover in 
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religious circles of the Hegelian philosophy of religion, which passed 
for theology in a good many teachers of the past two generations 
(cf. Prof. J. M. Creed’s examination in The Divinity of Christ 
Cambridge 19^8, especially ch. Ill, ‘Progress and Incarnation’, 
and ch. V). Qjilte a serious cause of misunderstanding in religious 
thought to-day between two generations is due to the differing 
contexts in which is set the content of the Christian revelation, by 
the theological representatives of philosophic idealism, on the one 
hand, and by those who now feel the incompatibility of this ideal- 
ism with the theology of the Bible, the Fathers and the liturgical 
tradition, on the other. 

The main point about which clarity is necessary is that the 
essential characteristic of secularism is independent of the nature 
which secularism gives to what it regards as ultimately real; it is 
still secularist even when that reality is mental or spiritual, and not 
only when it is material or biological. All these outlooks stand over 
against the doctrine of God who is above and behind His creation 
and who meets it by covenanted and uncovenanted grace in His 
transcendent mode, as well as being operative in it by His im- 
manence. It is the ‘monistic’ one-story universe of all forms of 
secularism which constitutes their common lineage. What Ranke 
said of Hegel, that in his philosophy ‘Mankind is the growing god 
who procreates himself through a spiritusd process immanent in 
his own nature’ can be made to apply to any secularist doctrine by 
changing the adjective ‘spiritual’ to another appropriate one. 

Now, any doctrine of man which dispenses with his relation to 
the Eternal God and with his need of a Saviour, fails to do justice 
to the double element in the human being which is the foundation 
of the Christian doctrine, namely his freedom and his creatureli- 
ness. Sfeculariet views caxmot find a point of unity behind this 
human duality. Therefore, in practice if not always in inten- 
tioa, they in effect deny the reality of one or other of these two 
facts. • 

We have, therefore, first, a group of interpretations that dis- 
c6unt m^’s spirit-centred nature with its derivatives in his power 
of independent and disinterested thought, of moral responsibility, 
of historic and social decision. The various forms of naturalism 
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come under this head, in which man is nothing but a product of 
the process of Nature, though sometimes he is regarded as its high- 
water mark. There are the theories which regard him as merely 
the result of historic and social developments, as e.g. in the econo- 
mic interpretation of history, or as solely an item in the political 
struggle. Determinism has also its psychological form, as in the 
view that thought and moral norms and character are all func- 
tions of primal urges that have been repressed, or, more crudely, 
that moral defect is a physiological abnormality. 

And, lastly, under this head of deterministic views, though 
mixed with a voluntaristic principle, is a wholesale revolt against 
the complications due to man’s intellectual and spiritual faculties, 
a revolt which preaches a recession to the stream of Nature. 
Chesterton parodied it: T wish I were a jelly-fish that coiildn’t fall 
downstairs,’ 

All these doctrines do insist upon what the Christian reccfgnizes 
as man’s creatureliness. He is a finite part of Nature, of history 
and of his terrestrial setting, and these outlooks crop up largely in 
reaction to the unreality and pretensions and frustrations of the 
opposite interpretations which exaggerate the power of man’s 
rational, moral and creative faculties to bring his life to fulfilment. 
The plausibility of naturalist doctiines should remind Christians 
that man’s fulfilment does not come by acts of decision or thought 
but by his life being redeemed at these indeliberate levels. 

It is perhaps this other class of secularist theories which holds 
the dominant position in the working faith of the modem West. 
Here we have to do with a belief that the activities of the human 
spirit — man’s thought, his will, his ethics, his techniques, his spiri- 
tuality — can take complete control and overcome in their own 
power both the forces of evil and the limitations which bdong to 
man in his earthly, historic and social existence. All th«c forms of 
‘spiritual secularism’ assume that the root of evil and non-fiiifil;^ 
ment lies in man’s finitude, whereas in fact it lies in his disobedi- 
ence to the laws of his bemg as set by the Creator. Rationalism, for 
instance, holds that the reason is completely above the^confliefs, 
bias and relative outlooks that mark the rest of human esdstcnce, 
and can bring them to order, whereas the reason largely operates 
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within their limitations without being aware that it is so condi- 
tioned. Moral idealism assumes that good aims carry their own 
power, whereas they need sustaining by dogmas, by a culture that 
bends the soullin a certain direction, by the trend of the social 
environment, by institutions, and often by force. Another variant 
proclaims that all human organization and technical adjuncts are 
morally neutral, providing merely power to do good or evil, as if 
the s^^ill of man were entirely above and not conditioned by the 
apparatus he uses. Again, it is widely held that harmful con- 
flcts of power and interest can be prevented just by the intro- 
duction of a strong moral motive, whereas the moral frailty of man 
demands a certain balance of power in society so that egoisms are 
curbed. 

Further, the tendency to give final value to one’s own way of 
life as a nation, or a class, or a civilization, as if it had transcended, 
in essehce at least, all the one-sided and imperfect achievements of 
the past or of other modes of living — this is putting one particular 
construction of the human spirit in the place of the Kingdom of 
Gk)d. A good deal of planning, especially on a world scale, is 
preached in the hope that contradictions found on a smaller scale 
can be overcome by enlarging their area of operation, whereas this 
usually leads only to a change in the nature of the conflicts. And 
when education is advocated as the cure for the disintegration of 
a society or a culture, as if it could lead it from outside when in 
fact it is the child of the culture or society concerned, we are faced 
with a very exaggerated view of the freedom of the spirit over the 
less deliberate factors in existence, which are more matters of 
growth than indoctrination. 

Besides these two classes of secular doctrines about man, each of 
which SemeThi practice one aspect of his double nature, there is a 
curious and ominous combination of the two. It is the working 
' ^sumption of tendencies that make for loss of liberty. It consists 
in believing that the mass of men are entirely determined beings, 
but that a certain dite, with powers to plan, to control, to adjust 
plychologically the lives of the majority, are fully possessed of 
freedom and truth in deciding the good of the many. 

The Christian understanding of man recognizes that these twin 
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forms of secularism arise out of a dissociation between two real 
aspects of human existence. There is a kind of pull-and-push 
rivalry between them. Human thought and history swing from the 
perversions of the one to the exaggerations of thelother. There is 
no way out of this endless see-saw, except by recognition that be- 
hind the temporal order of human life there is the Divine Reality, 
and that submission to God and continued relearning of His laws, 
is the sole condition of man finding a unity of his freedom and his 
dependence. 

We have paid some attention in these lectures to three dominant 
events which have come with the great reversal of the free-market 
economy 'and with the displacement of liberal outlooks by more 
consciously collectivist ones. Those three events have all been ex- 
pressions of the attempt of the modern mind to work out on the 
one-dimensional plane of world process only, the full dialectic of 
human existence between its immanent and transcendent aspects. 
First, society itself, in mortal danger of disintegration by extreme 
dissociations, such as independence of economy from the rest of 
society, begins to take the place of the displaced transcendent and 
acquires absolute value; it gains a religious allegiance. Secondly, 
the political movements which in a more conscious way are press- 
ing to overcome the dissociation, take on the character of religious 
faiths — and by reaction, the defenders of liberty also adopt a stand- 
point which puts the dispute far beyond the realm of political and 
economic controversy, into a realm where the conflict is between 
light and darkness. Thirdly, egoism and forces of evil fasten upon 
the positive positions in each side of the conflict — ^positive in the 
sense that they counter the other side’s idolatry, and then men 
fight for their side with all the temper of religious fanaticism. This 
is inevitable so long as men see the terms of the dialectic which 
governs human existence as opeflrating within the immanent order 
only. " ^ 

A survey of the criticisms of religion brought up irf connection 
with the sway and decline of capitalism seems to disclose seven 
main types. The first four need not detain us longer than is re- 
quired for brief comment, relating them to the second three which 
are central to our theme. These four critidsms are, that religion 
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has been an instrument of oppression, that it directed human con- 
cern towards an eternal world to the neglect of this world, that 
its teaching of sinfulness diverted attention from defects in the 
social order, a|d that religion is an atavistic attitude due only to 
man’s infantile inability, now being surmounted, to control his 
environment. In the first place, religion is criticized in socialist 
thought for being the deepest force for bourgeois reaction against 
the coming of a classless society. This criticism can be found in 
Marx’s Introduction to a Critique of Hegel’s Philosophy of Law, in 
Marx’s and Engels’ German Ideology, and in Dietzgen’s sermons on 
The Religion of Social Democracy. It was summarized by Julius Hecker: 
‘Religion obscures the true earthly relations of men. It presents 
them in a perverted manner. It gives supernatural sanction to 
every form of exploitation and violence. It certifies existing institu- 
tions as part of an eternal, divine order. War, slavery, the factory 
system employing little children, poverty, even disease, have all 
been justified and sanctioned by religion. Lenin was perfectly 
right when he concluded that “all contemporary religions and 
Churches, all and every kind of religious organization, Marxism 
has always viewed as organs of bourgeois reaction, serving as a 
defence of exploitation and doping the working class’’.’^ 

Marx was not so crude; his attack is that religion served to offer 
a false consolation to the oppressed, ^nd this led him to appropri- 
ate Charles Kingsley’s phrase about opium for the people. As a 
stricture upon much religious opinion in the worst days of the 
Industrial Revolution the justice of this account must be admitted, 
but as a general statement it is false. In the period of the rise of 
capitalism both Catholic and Lutheran conservative influence was 
anti-capitalist; on the other hand Calvinism largely stimulated 
social trhSSSge* and could hardly be said to make for lethargy. Of 
course, it has to be recognized that fears of the disappearance of 
^rJWlege and of economic dispossession are real enough, and when 
men suffer«this fear, such religion as they have tends to sublimate 
their all-too-human emotions. But, more subtly, when socially 
rfevolutiqnary forces are attached to dogmatic presuppositions that 
overturn indispejnsable religious outlooks, then reaction proceed 
from deeper motives than concealed self-intearest. 
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In the second place, religion was castigated for a real or 
alleged concentration upon men’s other-worldly destiny, thereby 
making them callous or indifferent to the lot of man in his historic 
setting. It has been a widespread tenet that bdi^ in an eternal 
world makes for servility, excuses injustice and deflects energy 
from worldly tasks, Lenin, for instance, wrote to Maxim Gorky: 
‘The idea of God has always numbed and dulled the social 
sense by substituting the dead for the living, being an idea of servi- 
tude.’ One could say that an eviscerated version of Christian belief 
in another world beyond the temporal one — eviscerated so as to 
stress only ‘the future life’ and its compensations for the inequalities 
of this life, which some bad hymns with their beyond-the-bright- 
blue-sky motif have encouraged — give force to this criticism. 
Some other-worldly religiosity has been a refuge from responsi- 
bility in this world; but on the other hand belief in men’s link with 
eternity has often stimulated their efforts on earth, by relieving 
them of the customary despair that follows from desperate concern 
about results. And doctrines of divine predestination have always 
encouraged rather than smothered an activist behaviour in worldly 
pursuits: ‘It is an elementary syllogistic error to think that because 
the exploited classes find consolation in the belief in a future life, 
therefore the belief in a future life beyond the grave makes these 
classes incapable of struggle. The alternative for the exploited has 
not been belief or struggle, but belief or despair. There have been 
struggles in which both exploiters and exploited have had the 
same religious belief in a future life. . . . Belief in God has not pre- 
vented man from struggling against nature.’* Moreover, faith in a 
terrestrial fulfilment can be sis much of an anodyne as a bad kind 
of flight to the skies. When dreamers of total world peace despise 
lesser measures of international decency; or when refotK&rresent 
partial moves towards a little more humanity and justice which 
fall short of their total programme; when fanatics will hSve^ 
nothing to do with anything in between chaos and their undated 
millennium on earth; then sub-lunar faiths are, as much as bad 
religion, opiates for the people. In order to be effectual in this 
world it is not enough to disbelieve in the other. 

In the third place, it is averred that Christian belief in the sinful- 
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ness of man attributes to an ineradicable fault in human nature 
what is the result of a false social structure, and that this belief 
makes a human utopia impossible. The second half of that stricture 
is correct, but|the implication of social indifference drawn from 
the first is illegitimate. True, Christianity does not believe that a 
human utopia is possible in history. But only some attenuated 
forms of Christian religion have used the universal contradiction 
in man, known as sinfulness, to relieve them of any concern about 
the order of society. There has been much social criticism from 
churchmen based on the assumption of a less unjust regime — a 
closer reflection in society of the natural law of human life — ^poss- 
ible without waiting for the perfection of the saints. And the moral 
frailty of man has led to many Christian pronouncements con- 
demning social contexts in which man as he is cannot live ethically 
without exceptional heroism, for he is neither superman nor angel. 
Moreover, a full Christian realism holds that belief in an historic 
utopia nearly always leads to the toleration of remediable evils this 
side of utopia — ^and often to a fiendish glorying in them. It will not 
allow that a false move now can make for a true society in some 
indefinite future, for Christianity by referring every event to an 
eternity present now, as well as to the past and futxire, holds that 
every moment and event has its proper moral quality; it makes as 
it were its mark on the eternal slate in its own present. Therefore 
it warns equally against such false trails to utopia as ‘toleration of 
injustice for the sake of pie in the sky when you die’ or ‘oppression 
to-day for the sake of plenty the day after to-morrow’, or ‘the ser- 
vile state to-day for the sake of the glorious freedom of anarchist 
harmony in the days to come’. 

In the fourth place, comes the communist theory that religion 
belongs'dmy to the stage of development where world forces appear 
mysterious to men, and that it wall disappear with human control 
^ovSr human destiny. We find, for instance, N. Bukharin, in the 
A.B.C. of Gommunism, saying that: ‘Throughout the entire mechan- 
ism of social production, there will be no longer anything mysteri- 
dhs, or unexpected . . . the mere fact of the organization and 
strengthening of the communist system will deal religion an irre- 
coverable blow . . . the transition from the society which makes an 
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end of capitalism to the society which is completely free from all 
traces of class division and class struggle, will bring about the 
natural death of all religion and superstition.’ In this argument 
Bukharin is repeating what had been said by Et'igels when he 
described religion as an attitude which goes with man so long as 
there are ‘extraneous’ forces outside him which control his life and 
which he is not able to master. In that stage both the terrestrial 
forces of nature and the social forces of history are reflected in a 
mentality which projects gods out of these overwhelming powers. 
Engels jibes at DUhring for wanting to stamp out religion, for, says 
Engels, when mankind has controlled its earthly and social en>« 
vironment religion dies its natural death. ‘When therefore man 
no longer merely proposes, but also disposes — only then will the last 
extraneous force which is still reflected in religion vanish; and 
with it will also vanish the religious reflection itself, for the simple 
reason that then there will be nothing left to reflect.’® All thfs sug- 
gests the following reflection. If man’s compulsory recognition of 
‘extraneous’ forces is the condition of religion, then when the 
capitalist-socialist rape of the earth hsis been completed, with the 
dire obedience that stage will impose on the race, we may expect 
some very big gods indeed in the religion of the future! 

Much of the criticism of religion here listed in terms of Marxist 
attacks on Christianity could be paralleled in the literature under- 
lying the race mysticism of German National Socialism where the 
Folk-life was proclaimed as the exclusive object of loyalty, a loyalty 
which is weakened by the Christian conviction of the eternal 
world, of the contradiction of sin within man, and of the signi- 
ficance given to the person by his direct link with God. Ernst 
Bergmann cried: ‘Who dares to pass by blindfold six centuries’ 
history of the German spirit, and to impose upoir usl5ermans, 
even to-day, the non-germanized Jewish God of creation who 
rewards and punishes.’* , 

Now, however, we have to attend to some really big 'and serious 
criticisms of Christian religion which have emeiged in the period 
of declining capitalism, though they are not exclusively related to 
that prolonged event. The criticisms are that Christian belief with 
its cult has made a sdiism in existence — especially between man 
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and Nature; secondly, in contradiction to the first, that it has 
regarded Nature as a base firom which man must work, instead of 
combating it with sufficient thoroughness; and in the third place 
that Christiar?|i.ty has helped mightily to destroy social reality by 
attaching great significance to particulars — personal and historical. 
The first count against Christianity is that it divorced man from 
Nature. This count, as it is associated with opposition to capital- 
ism, begins with Robert Owen, a man of integrity who criticized 
the capitalism out of which he got his living. In his Xew View of 
Society he asserts: ‘All religious systems are in part inconsistent 
with the works of nature, that is with the facts which exist around 
us . . . and therefore must have contained some fundamental 
errors, and it is utterly impossible for man to become rational or 
enjoy the happiness he is capable of attaining, until those errors 
are exposed and annihilated.’® 

It is, however, with the two great movements of communism 
and national socialism that we get this concern to overcome the 
schism attached to social movements on the largest scale. In the 
thought of Marx and Engek we find an interplay of two principles, 
that man (even what for religion is his spirit) is part of Nature, 
and that he is called to the conqu^t and mastery of Nature. 
‘At every step’, wrote Engels in his Dialectic of Nature, *we are re- 
minded that we by no means rule over nature like a conqueror 
over a foreign people, like something standing outside nature . . . 
our mastery consists in the fact that we have the advantage over 
all other beings of being able to know and correctly apply its laws.’’ And 
‘the more this happens, the more will men not only feel, but also 
know, their unity with nature, and then the more impossible will 
become the senseless and anti-natural idea of a contradiction be- 
tween mind and matter, man and nature, soul and body. . . .’® 
Henrik Ibsen had caught the same eagerness for a new imman- 
^entist gnosis. In his play Julian the Apostate he proclaims the arrival 
of the Thhrd Religion: ‘The reconciliation between nature and 
s|pirit, the return to nature through spirit, that is the task for reli- 
gion. The Third Kingdom shall come. The spirit of man shall 
take its inheritance once more.’ 

This kind of criticism has other features; Marx held that religion 
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was a mask which concealed and made tolerable man’s alienation 
from his true self. In his earlier writings he used philosophical 
language and put it thus: since man’s essence cannot Joe realized 
in his actual existence, it must find expression in fan idea. That 
idea is religion; so man has a double existence — an actual or 
worldly life and an ideal or heavenly one. In his Critique of Hegel 
he puts it: ‘The criticism of religion is the first condition of all 
criticism. . . . Once the holy image which represents the aberration 
of man from himself has been unmasked the task of philosophy is 
to demask the aberration . . , The demand that the people should 
give up illusions about its real conditions is the demand that it 
should give up the conditions which make illusions necessary.’’ We 
know that Marx attributed the alienation of man from his essence 
to private property, especially as it produced a contradiction be- 
tween what he called productive forces and productive relations, 
that is, between man’s economic possibilities and the social s)%tem. 

The point I am here bringing out is that this criticism is attached 
to a more general attack upon what is sensed to be a dualism in 
the older conceptions of human life — spirit and matter, the ideal 
and the actual, mind and Nature. There are two things I want to 
say about that. First of all, when the criticism is made that ideal- 
ism introduces a false schism in man, Christian Theology is m 
agreement with that criticism, especially when idealist ways of 
thinking seem to assume an unrelieved opposition between ethics 
and Nature; or when philosophers, having dropped belief in God 
as Maker of Heaven and Earth, require God as a hypothesis in 
morals; or when other exponents take the view that society as part 
of Nature has its own non-moral laws but individuals can act by 
ideals not dictated by Nature. You see, when a phi losoph y dis- 
misses the reality of the transcendent God who is th? Source of 
unity between Nature and spirit,^ that philosophy must regard the 
duality or tension between these two as a dualism— and wfien it„ 
then seeks to overcome the dualism it can only do it by making one 
side of the duality a form of the other. Hegel transformed all real- 
ity into spirit; Marx and others read all spiritual and moral facts 
into Nature, making a kind of philosophic animism. According to 
Christian teaching there is an ultimate unity in the fact of God, 
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who is the ground of the world’s existence and also in a special 
sense of the human soul. But it will not allow that unity to be 
counterfeited by the more cheaply achieved unity of explaining 
Nature in terijlfis of spirit, or spirit in terms of Nature. 

The second thing I have to say is that this type of criticism 
directed against religious presuppositions is not confined to social- 
ist critics of the capitalist order. It seems to have been part of a 
large wave of thought seeking to overcome the dissociations of 
recent centuries. The critics projected that dissociation right back 
into Christianity itself and the whole history of religion. You had 
men like Nietzsche dissolving ethics into power, but retaining will; 
and then a symptomatic figure like Ludwig Klages regarding eyen 
will and consciousness as the destroyers of life. You had Hitler 
talking about thinking with the blood; and one, Hans Prinzhorn, 
a disciple of Klages, declsiring that ‘all human progress must be 
measftred and valued with measures whose origin is extra-human, 
biotic — cosmic — or, in religious terminology, divine’.® In other 
words, the divine is equated with the life force. And there was even 
something of this protest against logo-centric civilization in CJoethe, 
who made Faust insist on correcting the words of St. John’s Gos- 
pel: ‘In the beginning was the Word’ — and substituting: ‘In the 
beginning was the Act.’ Now, all this move towards bringing 
human existence under one sign only, that of Nature, is a very 
significant part of nineteenth-century and twentieth-century 
thought. At the moment I just want to call attention to the way it 
informed men of anti-democratic and anti-rationalist sentiments as 
well SIS adherents of Marxist socialism. Werner Sombart, who be- 
came an apologist for national socialism, looked upon both capi- 
talism and socialism as twin offspring of an over-rationalized age 
from ■WHESE the German people were to rescue the world. 

At this point we might recall how the upholders of the trader- 
^spi?it themselves believed that they had found the secret of work- 
ing along with Nature’s own work. This may seem confusing 
enough; well, I’m going to add to that confusion in a moment. 
Btit, Wore that, let me call attention to a recent English exponent 
of the view that religion itself has introduced a schism in man. He 
is Mr. Lancelot Whyte, whose book The Next Development in Maxfi 
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is, in my view, the one serious criticism of religion to have appeared 
in England in the last twenty years. The discovery of the soul is for 
him the fall of man, and in his own words, ‘religion in the European 
sense is the operation of an incomplete substitute for complete 
organic integration’. He calls for the development of what he calls 
‘unitary man’ in whom the duality of self and Nature has been 
overcome. He salutes Nietzsche and Goethe and Marx for pressing 
in the same direction, but reckons that some of them do not suc- 
ceed in overcoming the European dissociation. Of Marx Mr. 
Whyte says, his ‘warring soul projects its own dualism into history 
and generates his tremendous gospel of conflict’. Yet it was through 
Marx that the European dissociated tradition ‘suffered its first 
systematic attack’. On my own account I will point out that the 
place where Marx sought to establish his unitary principle was in 
the economic basis of life as part of Nature’s own process — and this 
is exactly where the capitalist mentality sought and thought ft had 
found it. Communism in practice assumes something outside 
economics, namely at present certain nationalist aims of the Slav 
peoples, and calls it an aspect of Nature’s dialectic. Capitalism 
assumed the European spiritual tradition and regarded it as part 
of Nature’s forward movement now reaching its fulfilment in the 
market economy. 

And now, to add to the confusion as promised, here is a second 
kind of criticism of religion brought in in connection with the up- 
heavals of the capitalist period. It is the exact opposite of the type 
we have just been considering. Many of the older radicals and 
democratic humanists took the view that the trouble lay in the 
fact that mankind had not yet sufficiently emancipated itself from 
Nature. There was an inherent conflict between the natural world 
with its unconcern for persons, mind or ethics, and the spTrib^f man. 
What we need, therefore, they argued, is the triumph of the human 
ethicsil and social spirit over the internecine warfare of the natural^ 
order. You have to have grown into adult life before •1914 to re- 
member the large place this view took in the movements of 
humanist idealism, in England, in France, and in America. 
Thomas Henry Hmdey was quite ready to face such an ultimate 
dualism. ‘The cosmic process’, he declared, ‘has no sort of rdlation 
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to moral ends.’ Human evolution would mean, in his outlook, not 
a continuation but a reversal of natural evolution. He was honest 
enough not to twist out of the situation as he saw it an ultimate 
common ground which would be necessary in order to regard the 
world as a universe. His agnosticism was one of the many great 
things about him. It would be tempting to examine the outlook of 
men like Walt Whitman and William Morris from this point of 
view; but that must be resisted. The criticism I am sketching, 
however, has very recently been put forward in a remarkable book 
too little known: Nature, God and by Mr. W. B, Honey, the 

authority on porcelain. Mr. Honey, in his advocacy of socialism, 
is as hard on science as he is on theology for appealing to a Nature 
which has some normative significance. Science, he holds, while re- 
jecting the religious myth has made a dogma of the unity of the 
world, postulating a single type of law to which all existence is 
suppWd to conform, and has thus been forced to seek the origin of 
brotherly love in some iimate tendency of Nature itself. But things 
like co-operation are foreign to the natural process apart from man. 

' ‘Man will oppose nature — and this is called Socialism.’ It is to be 
noted that Mr. Honey regards the competitive features of the capi- 
talist economy as natural. Instead of allowing man’s labour to be 
bpught and sold like a commodity at a market price, leaving his 
welfaure at the mercy of chance and competition, society, says Mr. 
Honey, has accepted, or begun to accept, the principle of the living 
wage. It remains now to make a full and general application to 
human society of the humane principles which should replace the 
natural law of conflict and competition. On the origin of brotherly 
love and co-operation, Mr. Honey has the refreshing candour to 
say: nothing can be affirmed — ^it is sufficient to recognize the fact 
of their* existence. 

There is a third type of criticism of religion I must trouble you 
r with. I call attention to the great anti-Christian thinkers of the last 
century. Christian theologians would do well to assess their signi- 
ficance. I will take two representatives, Feuerbach and Comte, 
Both in revolt against what they detected as the atomization of the 
modem age. Ludwig Feuerbach provides an example of how 
modem unbelief can become a kind of atheistic gnosis. It was he 
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who reversed the Biblical ‘God made man in His own Image’ and 
built his account upon the dictum: ‘Man makes God in his own 
image.’ The Christian alienation between man as created and 
man as fallen is replaced by an alienation between ideal and real. 
And the ideal for him is still in terms of the Christian virtues: wis- 
dom, goodwill, justice, love. But man is estranged from his true 
self, and his true self is not the person, but the collective being of 
humanity. Here are his very words: ‘The distinction between the 
human and the divine is nothing else than the distinction between 
the individual and humanity.’ And again: ‘So long as love is not 
elevated into the rank of substance, of being itself, there remains 
behind it a subject who, without love, is still something, a monster 
without sympathy.’" I mention Feuerbach not because he was a 
great figure, though he considerably influenced Karl Marx to turn 
upside down the idealistic dialectic of Hegel and to use the same 
immanentist logic for an historic and naturalist interpretation. I 
mention him because he is such a very modem religious man 
without belief in God and because he states so clearly the results of 
squeezing all the facts of the human problem into the one-dimen- 
sional realm of process — facts which Christian theology holds can 
only be done justice to by the link in distinction between God and 
the world. 

Auguste Comte was even more radical in his criticism of Chris- 
tianity and in deifying the process of society itself. Both he and 
Feuerbach saw something more clearly than many verbal indoc- 
trinators of Christianity. Comte said : ‘The great fault of theologism 
was to have attributed to personality an existence which, linking 
each one directly to an infinite power, isolated it deeply fix>m 
Humanity.’" He calls his new faith the ‘Religion of Humanity’. 
Now this apotheosis of the social process in history waslminevit- 
able reaction to the individualism of the earlier modern period, 
which had sought to uphold the significance of the individual per- , 
son on the same immanentist plane. We see the onward march of 
what is called by the ugly word ‘sociocracy’ in the phenomenon of 
totalitarianism. We do not so easily detect that the same pne-stoj^ 
view of existence underlies the unconscious assumptions of the 
remnants of Uberal democracy and a good deal of liberal religion 
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which tends to confine God’s action to His immanent work in 
creation. The language of the Bible and theology may still be used, 
but it is used to give colour and drama to the assumption of Grod 
as the dynamq driving the cosmic machine. 

It is no part of my intention to make debating points out of the 
contradictory character of the main criticisms of religion. I wish 
rather to see whether we cannot begin to restate the questions in 
view of these mutually inconsistent attitudes held sincerely and 
forcefully to deal with a real human problem. It is certainly an 
odd situation we have been looking at. On the one hand, vast 
theories have grown up in fault-finding with disharmonies which 
seem to reach an unusual height in the period of capitalist econo- 
mics, and these disharmonies were attributed to a dissociation in 
man between his spirit and his involvement in Nature. But this 
criticism backed up irrational and racial superiority as well as 
rational and socialist equality. Then we saw how the older demo- 
cratic radicals and their modern representatives clung to the older 
duality between spirit and Nature as the only basis for their re- 
forming efforts. Also, that society itself was made into an absolute 
in men like Comte as well as in Marx. Comte had used this con- 
ception in a conservative direction and projected a non-churchly 
hierarchy and calendar of saints and religious worship as the 
framework of his scientific society. Feuerbach, Marx and Comte 
preached a ‘sociocracy’ which would mend the divorce between 
Nature and spirit in human life. Others have followed the same 
line, aware that this divorce had something to do with Western 
man’s incapacity to foresee or control the great industrial forces of 
the nineteenth century and their neo-technical forms in the 
twentieth. Because society is the field of interplay between the two 
sets offetts comprehended under the terms ‘^irit’ and ‘nature’, 
when they fall too far apart society itself is regarded as the recon- 
^cil^ comprehensive principle. ‘Spirit’ here stands fijr the forces • 
in man thal>move from within outward, his will, thought, decisions, 
his powers of control, planning and fireedom, and his devotion to 
action and causes.^® ‘Nature’ in man stands for the influences that 

m 

bear in upon him and his own participation in the earth’s life, in- 
fluences that condition and limit the exercise of his spiritual forces. 
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They represent the constraining and determining elements in mgri 
and society with which he battles or to which he submits. We have 
seen that the criticisms of religion divide according to whether the 
attack is upon religion’s alleged failure to do jus^jee to spirit or 
nature in human existence, or to its mishandling of the relation 
between the two. These criticisms have increased in volume as 
society and its thought were themselves unable to cope with the 
paradoxical attitudes to man and Nature in which they found 
themselves involved. It is as if religion were blamed for not sav ing 
human society from society’s own dissociation, and as if the dis« 
sociations were due to the religious heritage. It is true that the reli- 
gious heritage did create that separation of spheres of life which 
had made Western civilization and that at the same time it pre- 
vented the separation from becoming an outright dualism. 

The extreme dissociation of spirit and Nature in man is a pro- 
duct of modern thought in a period of declining religious infltience, 
and the world’s own attempt to overcome it gave rise to the para- 
doxical nineteenth-century attitude to man and Nature. We must 
look at this a little more clearly. In the conscious thought of the 
time, before the reactions at the end of the period, man, including 
his spirit was regarded as immersed in the stream of Nature. That 
is one side of the paradox. The other is that while in his mind man 
was being told he was a product of Nature, his dispositions ww 
being formed rather by the fact that he was then taking his greatest 
steps in subduing natural forces to his wiU, in applied science and 
in the industrial revolution. 

Now, it is this unstable combination of two things, the belief 
that man is part of Nature and the fact that he has become a 
would-be tyrant of Nature, that has been disastrous. It led to the 
uncriticized assumption that whatever direction our civilization 
took was a direction of Nature^ herself. History was regarded as 
Nature’s highest self, and the revolts against this crude naturalism 
in the name of humanity— the moral and social protests — ^these too' 
•weto attributed to Nature. Then we got the idea of progress, a 
misapplication of biological evolution to man’s social and moral 
history. The Victorians in England were so excited at what their 
scientific men taught about change as the underlying reality, and 
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they were so convinced of the finality of their moral, social and 
intellectual positions, that they read their aims into the process of 
change itself. 

Another result of this too easy resolution of the paradox is the 
habit of refusing to believe that men can in fact defy Nature — ^the 
earth’s and their own — to the point at which human existence is 
threatened. It ignores the extent to which spirit can do violence to 
Na^e. It leads man to neglect the need for conscious obedience 
to Nature, for discipleship, as it Tfiere, in this sphere. I don’t think 
that this is a highly materialistic age of ours; it is rather a period of 
over-confidence in man’s knowledge, ability and intentions, which 
leads to a defiance of his limitations, and this defect I mainly attri- 
bute to the inheritance from last century when men were so im- 
pressed by man’s participation in Nature that they thought this at 
any rate could not go wrong. The nineteenth-century contribution 
did ribt in its outcome take man away from dependence upon Grod 
and remind him of his dependence upon Nature; it emancipated 
him in his consciousness, from obedience both to God and Nature. 
Part of the trouble was that thinkers were learning a great deal 
about continuity in the physical world and so they imagined that 
continuity was the only kind of unity in things. They found it hard 
to recognize a unity between such things as Nature and the inner 
life of man — a unity of polar opposites in the same field — ^such as 
Christianity affirms by knowing God as the author of both Nature 
and the soul. The Victorians had perforce to bring them into con- 
tinuity with one another, for apart firom a religious interpretation 
of existence, with God as the source of unity, men will always have 
' to choose between complete incoherence or the making continuous 
what reality, which is less tidy than the intellect, has made discrete. 

Thd' eighteenth century had, on the whole, turned with relief to 
the harmonies of Nature away ftom the chaos of history and the 
^ huinan heairt, just as the later Romantics were to seek solace in 
Nature and in the past from the aridity and emptiness of a utili- 
tarian age. But the scientific and philosophical Victorians were 
ifot satisfied to leave human affairs vnthout sense or significance. 
In order to give them a meaning, that is to say to find a warrant 
for human aims in some naore ultimate realm of reality, they 
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tended to project human ideals into the natural process. For them 
it was the ascendance of the nineteenth-century middle classes that 
defined human ideals, and having read all this into Nature they 
said, as it were: ‘Look what an intelligent and purposive thing 
Nature is!* You find that in the weaker sides of Macaulay and 
John Stuart Mill, both of them very great men. More critical 
spirits like Huxley, greater than his more consistent colleagues and 
descendants, could not find the key to human problems in sub- 
human nature, and having no religious source of meaning, they 
paved the way for the fatalism of Bertrand Russell with its wistful 
picture of ‘Man’s lofty thoughts ermobling his little day’ finally ex- 
tinguished by ‘the trampling march of unconscious power’, and 
also for the pessimism of Hardy and Housman in literature. 

A lesser man often tells us more about an outlook than its great- 
est representatives, for he exposes its unsolved problems more 
naively. One such was Thomas Henry Buckle, who wrote a J^istoty 
of Civilization. Without knowing what he did he summed up the 
whole paradox. On the one hand man is a child and product of 
Nature and cannot be understood in any other way; but on the 
other man is also scientist, engineer and trader — the rational being 
who subdues Nature. Buckle found a meaning for the whole human 
enterprise purely in terms of the future superseding the past; what 
man is going to be is good, what he has been is bad. European 
man, he says, is the bearer of humanity’s destiny, for ‘the tendency 
has been, in Europe, to subordinate Nature to man; out of Europe 
to subordinate man to Nature . . . the great division therefore be- 
tween European civilization and non-European civilization is the 
basis of the philosophy of history.’^* The terrifying simplicity of 
this typical last-century view becomes even more alarming when 
we notice that Buckle also sincerely held that war would disappear 
because the trained armies’ desire for war would be over-riddenjby 
the more intelligent and numerous civilians, that the firee market , 
would overcome natural jealousies and that increased* communi- 
cation and transport would dissolve hatreds and prejudices. In the 
same vein Cobden and Herbert Spencer thought fhat industrial 
man would be pacific, whereas pastoral and agricultural man had 
been combative. 
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The history of our time has proved every one of these predic- 
tions to be wrong. But their significance, at this stage of the argu- 
ment, is that they express so crudely the fragility of the nineteenth- 
century attempt to bring man and Nature into some kind of co- 
inherence, after the breakdown of the traditional Christian realism 
which held together, without coalescing them, the two truths that 
man is involved in Nature but yet is not entirely of it, for he lives 
and acts with a status and powers not given by it. 

There are only two conclusions to be drawn from this whole 
situation. The first is that the move to unify the two halves of man 
—which had split apart in our way of thinking — is part of what in 
an earlier lecture I called the pull of man’s essential being away 
from an aberration. Those moves do not tell politically or econo- 
mically in a democratic or authoritarian direction. But all the 
men who sensed something decadent about the post-Renaissance 
world allied their criticisms and counter-programmes with this 
struggle of the sotil of Western man to overcome the modem 
dissociations. 

Capitalism, with its abstraction of the economic, and especially 
of the exchange relationship — ^in fact, by trying to make them 
central — ^represents one result of this dissociation. But critics of 
liberal democracy, and projectors of socialist programmes, who 
likewise build on the centrality of economics, use the unitary urge 
to back up their strictures. 

The second conclusion is this. There is a very great deal in the 
charge that Western man has suffered from extreme dissociations 
-^mind and body, spirit and Nature, trade and society, ethics and 
power, and so on. But it is not due to the discovery of the self or 
soul or mind, over against the rest of reality. This discovery is part 
of Western man’s very history. You have only to read a book like 
Waldo Frank’s America Hispana t(j leam how the natives of South 
^ ArSerica were impressed by the enterprise, the devotion and also 
the ruthlessness of the Europeans. Somehow this power of man’s 
spirit — ^with its activities of reason, will, ethical principle, of wor- 
ship and devotion and domination — ^remained a disposition when 
the religious setting out of which it grew was dissolved. Then we 
may say it became a poison. 
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Shall we put it this way? There are two progressions in human 
history, and they are not two aspects of one and the same. The first 
is towards greater differentiation, analysis, and division of the flux 
of existence. Unless there is general conviction that this multifari- 
ous character of existence is significant as the work of a unifying 
reality behind and beyond it, the difierentiation turns into opposi- 
tion and conflict in which human consciousness divides into camps 
by giving separate existences and standpoints the value of the 
whole. Mankind has therefore to hop about to maintain any kind 
of equilibrium. This tendency to make differentiation and separ- 
ateness into opposition and conflict for absolute values is progres- 
sive evil. It is the good on which it fastems, for the destruction of 
one false absolute is 'a good worJe. It is God’s judgement. But to 
give the instrument of God’s judgement unconditional value is the 
Devil’s deftest stroke. Diabolus simius Dei. 

But another progression is possible which alone can counter the 
danger of either destruction in a conflict of idolatrous claims or of 
servitude to the compulsion of events. This is growth in religious 
understanding which, from the unfolding of the ultimate mystery 
of existence given in revelation, sees all that is in the light of it. No 
thing or movement becomes identified with the purpose of God, 
but the truth revealed from beyond history enables man to see 
God’s action in all of it. God becomes the meaning of the whole, 
with all its affinities and contradictions to the divine order euid all 
the bonds and oppositions within itself. But God is discerned as 
the meaning of the whole only where He is known as more than 
the whole. Therefore there is a close connection between loss of 
belief in God as transcending the whole, and the dissociations and 
conflicts which seem so much part of the fate of our time. Without 
a truly religious insight, the modern mind has divided the ‘sub- 
stance’ of life, and now it does, not know how to remedy that 
except by confounding the ‘persons’. 
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CHAPTER VI 


The Debate about Human Nature 


"X That is the proper estimate ofman’s nature? This question 

%/% / is raised in a specialized form by the rise and decline of 

T T capitalism, and the socialism which is at once its heir and 
opponent. ‘Nature’ in this question connotes neither man’s share 
in the physical and biological realm, nor his natura, that is his 
specifically human constitution which distinguishes him from 
mineral, animal and vegetative creatures on the one hand, and 
from angelic and divine beings on the other. Nature in the phrase 
‘human nature’ is man’s actual condition. This, in the language 
of theology, represents the interaction between man’s participation 
in the sub-human realm and his spiritual centre with its superiority 
to Nature and his power to subdue it; it also includes the power to 
violate his naiura; and to respond to or oppose or disregard the 
supernatural ground of his being. 

In connection with the upheavals of modem social history the 
question of ‘human nature’ is predominantly an inquiry as to 
whether in man’s actual condition the self-regarding or the altru- 
istic impulse is the deeper. Never has there been such a confused 
debate— so confused that anyone who has the temerity to offer 
some clarification must do so in fear and trembling lest he should 
be found in the ditch more blind than those he wishes to gufde. , 
Let us list a few of the co3Qfusions. For one thing, in close relation 
to our subject, it is widely assumed that defenders of capitalism 
hold the self-regarding impulse to be the deeper — ^and that their 
criticisms of collectivist programmes rest upon conviction that man 
is not good enough for socialism. Actually the great radicals who 
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heralded the economy of capitalism and the free market system 
believed that the social principle was so deep in reality that it lay 
outside man’s self altogether — ^that a providential order used even 
his vices for a harmonious end — as we find in extreme form in 
Mandeville’s Fable of the Bees. At a later stage liberals and socialists 
alike tended to condemn a low view of human nature, for that 
view is supposed in their eyes to be a factor of resistance in the way 
of a co-operative commonwealth. But a number of the most per- 
tinent critics of the free-market economy and the capitalist organi- 
zation which it used have made their criticism on the ground that 
this unrestricted economic scramble assumed too high a view of 
human nature. It posited in human motives an independence of 
social conditioning, it assumed an altruism that would spread to 
unknown persons in a vsist network of impersonal economic rela- 
tions, it presumed upon a willing mobility in men and their fami- 
lies which would make for economic equilibrium by sending them 
wherever employment and income inducements seemed to de- 
mand. In brief, there have been as many and as strong motives for 
espousing a socialist order because of man’s evil, his fallibility and 
limitations, as there have been on the ground that it presupposed 
a perfectibility which capitalism had seemed to deny. It cannot be 
maintained that capitalism and socialism are to be distinguished 
by their separate assumptions about the actual badness or good- 
ness of man. Both estimates of human nature are to be found in 
upholders of both economies. Robert Owen himself discovered the 
reason why many experiments in voluntary socialism failed, be- 
cause, in his own words, ‘men are not morally prepared for 
socialism*. Nicholas Berdyaev condemns bourgeois capitalism for 
presupposing too exalted a view of human nature. We have already 
looked at some evidence that the intellectual sponson of laissez- 
faire economics held mistaken views of the altruistic and commun- 
ity motives in men, believing them to underlie every and any 
economic ^superstructure. ‘The laissez-faire system did not in fact 
eliminate moral purpose,’ writes E. H. Gaxr. He shows that for 
two centuries the doctrine of the natural harmony of interests 
could be maintained for two specific historical reasons. One was 
that ‘notwithstanding the philosophic premises of liberal demo- 
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cracy and laissez-faire, self-sacrifice for moral (and community) 
purposes, though eliminated in theory, continued to be practised 
and even preached as a private and social virtue’. It might be 
argued that ‘the ingrained and irrational habits of personal abstm- 
ence and public service, associated with the puritan tradition, 
played a more important part in building up the liberal and 
laissez-faire society of the nineteenth century than the rational 
morality of the harmony of interests’.’ The second reason for the 
temporary success of this creed is, of course, that expanding mar- 
kets and increased production did create higher standards of con- 
sumption right through the social scale, and so appeared to be a 
permanent community benefit. And J. M. Clark put the point 
rather more cynically: ‘The strongest basis for individualism is not 
the intelligence of individuals and their irrevocable devotion to the 
pursuit of their own self-interest but rather their stupidity and 
their susceptibility to moral suggestion.’* There is plenty of evid- 
ence that the philosophic radicals, and especially those of them 
who made the theory of evolutionary naturalism their warrant for 
liberalism in economics, had read into the evolutionary process 
they envisaged, the moral and social virtues they stood for as men 
of the European cultural tradition.® Herbert Spencer’s essay in 
Evolutionary Ethics is one of the more naive examples.® 

It is to be noticed that while the secular thinkers took the view 
that harmony was inherent in economy, the religious force which, 
if it did not give birth to, at any rate certainly gave a good con- 
science to, the growth of the mercenary dispositions, namely Cal- 
, vinism, was p«isimistic in its attitude to human nature. ‘Calvin- 
ism’, says a modern writer, ‘was the religious movement which 
accepted frankly the new situation. Its theology starts firom the 
idea that the whole world is corrupt. Everything man does by his 
own strength is sin, and origin^tl sin is identified with human 
nature as a whole.’ And here is the really interesting remark: ‘The 
Puritans tried to overcome the sense of guilt by achieving holiness. 
This paradox— for holiness cannot be achieved on this theological 
premise— led to a combination of mass asceticism and the reality of 
the struggle of man against man in a capitalist society.’® The 
mass asceticism disappeared, but the struck remained. This 
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struggle which gave its character to the capitalist phase, especially 
in its decline, was the one element in society upon which the com- 
munist theorists fastened in their revolt against the optimism or 
idealism, as they called it, of the liberal democratic outlook. 

However we may estimate the relation of Calvinist Predestina- 
tion and modern industrial capitalism, and the idea of the Calling 
as the dynamic principle behind the use of the commercial era, it 
is worth noting that one result of the connection is still with us. 
It is the disposition to regard economic activity as a refuge from a 
sense of guilt — a kind of alibi for loss of salvation in the more 
direct personal relation of man to God as well as man to man. By 
relying upon a purely subjective principle, namely the calling to 
man to spend himself in a process without any such criticism of 
the process as can be gleaned from a conception of the total nature 
of man, he is left with the impulse to intensify his activity as a 
pledged sign of grace, without regard to the result. Where econo- 
mic activity is consecrated as an interior discipline, then if success 
in labour of hand and brain makes effort less and less necessary — 
or if men want a simpler life for their souls’ good — then as pro- 
ducers and tradere they are steadily deprived of the spiritual 
medicine they have relied on. 

That was a parenthesis as a reminder that the doctrine of 
economic man and the near achievement of that creature who is 
still with us under capitalism and socialism — have their parentage 
in an optimistic secular theory and a pessimistic religious one. 

But the optimistic secular view has opposite political results: 
‘Laissez-faire without the belief in perfectibility yields the conser- 
vatism of Burke or of the later Wordsworth; with that belief it pro- 
duces the liberalism of Priestley and the nineteenth century — 
though even from this standpoint you might have first to remove 
obstacles in order that nature mjght function freely. Lastly — and 
^ this^is the creed of revolution-one might treat nature as dross to 
be moulded in our own likeness, we must alter rather than 
explain. . . 

•We have now reached a provisional, though somewhat negative, 
conclusion, namely that high and low estimates of human nature 
are to be found in defenders of both capitalist and socialist systems. 
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The main difference, as a rough generalization, is that believers in 
the free-market economy held that the community principle lay 
underneath man’s efforts and would bend them to a social purpose 
(what they counted on was the social cement of natural groups and 
a civilized tradition), whereas the socialist pioneers in the West 
held that the harmonies had to be created by man himself— pre- 
supposing of course that the socialist planners had hold of a deeper 
element in reality than the chaos of economic struggle. This too 
was attached early to an evolutionary view, in which the goal of 
social harmony was held to be backed up by the cosmic march of 
things. Marx and Lenin introduced a revolutionary principle into 
this scheme, without abandoning the backing that social evolution 
gave to the struggle for a completely co-operative society. And 
when the revolution is complete, then the state of man will be 
exactly what the liberal optimists said it was already. So in one 
way or another, at first, second or third remove, all these esdmates 
of man, the laissez-faire one, the democratic socialist one and the 
Marxist-communist one, are at bottom estimates made by ‘the 
children of light’, in Reinhold Niebuhr’s use of the Biblical 
phrase to describe those who innocently ignore the fundamental 
contradiction in man and his tragic effort to overcome it on the 
human plane alone.^ 

The debate about human nature has been equally confused 
since the sixteenth century on the general qu^tion whether man is 
ultimately more of an individualist or community fellow. Be- 
cause men observed the striving for individual fulfilment in that 
modem age they often mistook this second nature for man’s essen- 
tial noMra. Then they observed that after a certain point, when the 
pre-Enlightenment stock of community dispositions underneath 
the age of enterprise was beginning to run low, people sought 
to recreate a social reality out of the dissociated elements and 
tended to regard the competitive impulses in economic life aS an 
aberration. The confusion is made mightily worse when the un- ' 
theological Christian comes into the debate and fasterw on one 
side of the polarity in man’s naiura — ^the polarity of community and 
individual— and proceeds to equate the one most badly Jaeeded in 
the modem situation with the supernatural charity of the realm of 
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grace, and the other with the old Adam, or the pull of material 
nature, or the invasion of the evil one into man’s habitation. The 
fact is that both the community and the individualist propensities 
are part of man’s mtura in dialectical interplay; or to put the con- 
trast on another level, man’s immersion in and his over-against 
attitude towards, his natural and social setting. The redemptive 
power of Christianity does not set one against the other, but 
enables a supernatural altruism to arise on top of their natural 
pulls upon man. But short of that — there is to be found an inter- 
pretation of man which comes out of the Christian experience of 
redemption, an interpretation which allows the believer to detect 
the idolatrous nature of one pole in the dialectic if it is given 
absolute value as the link of man with the absolute, and to demand 
in the name of the natural man that such and such changes in the 
social order are required for him the better to lead his human life. 
The ^)rm such changes will take will always be relative to the par- 
ticular misbalance at the moment, and will be a counter-move- 
ment to either the idolatry of absolute individualism or absolute 
collectivism. There is, that is to say, a Christian doctrine of the 
secular order as well as of the realm of grace. This is represented 
by the birds that come to roost in the mustard tree of the Kingdom 
of Gk)d. The tree’s purpose is to bear its own fruit, but it performs 
a sub-ordinate function as well. 

To prepare the ground for such an interpretation, let us see how 
the Christian weight might be put in the present debate about 
human nature. The secular theorists have their own fun out of it- 
Here is Lord Shaftesbury chiding Hobbes’s view of man as an 
aggressive egoist: ‘Sir! The Philosophy you have condescended to 
reveal to us is most extraordinary. We are beholden to you for 
your instruction. But, pray, whence is this zeal on our behalf? 
What are we to you? ... Is there such a thing as natural affections? 
If not, why all the pains — of what advantage is it to you to deliver 
us from the cheat.’® In contrast to this playfulness we have the 
sombre Oswald Spengler declaring that man is a beast of prey, 
ahd yet cpunselling him to take an heroic stand with fate — and so 
the paradox is repeated again and again. But it is of more impor- 
tance to see that the free enterprise and individual fulfilment of the 
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modem period partly rest upon the community consciousness in- 
herited from earlier ones and is also a kind of compensation for the 
loss of it. An American expert on business administration and per- 
sonnel, F. J. Rocthligsberger, holds that our industrial civilization 
of the present is improvidently living on its capital, upon the store 
of human goodwill and ‘self-abnegation that many centuries of 
established routine of living have left us’. He finds on the lower 
levels of administration ‘men of extraordinary skill in the direcdon 
of securing co-operative effort. This gift is too little recognized, 
because technical competence wins recognition and promotion 
whereas skill in handling human relations does not. Yet if it were 
not for these men the unleashed forc<» of modern technology 
would pour themselves out to doom and destruction.’® And the 
late Elton Mayo, Professor of Industrial Research at Harvard, 
found that among industrial workers or university students the 
proportionate number actuated ‘by motives of self-interest logic- 
ally elaborated is exceedingly small. Tftej have relapsed upon self- 
interest when social association has failed thm^ He adds: ‘it would 
seem that extensive social disorganization must be postulated 
before the so-called laws of economics apply. In other words, our 
studies of economic fact are upside down; we have, as it were, an 
extensive pathology, but no physiology, an elaborate study of 
abnormal social determinations, none of the normal.’^® 

The Hammonds refer to de Qjjiincey in connection with the 
transformation of personal Jacobinism, which is part of the natural 
man, into political and economic self-assertion, which was colossally 
induced by the break-up of social groupings in the industrial age. 
De Quincey and his brother, at the beginning of the last century, 
when on their way to school in Manchester, used to meet a number 
of mill boys who called them ‘bucks’ and pelted them with stones 
because they wore hessian boots. De Qjiincey adds that however 
angry they were made by his aristocratic dress, the youths front the 
miU had no sympathy with political Jacobinism and would shout 
readily enough for Church and King. Their personal Jacobinism 
he explained, was ‘of that sort which is native to the heart of maSi, 
who is by natural impulse (and not without a root of nobility, 
although also of base envy) impatient of inequality, and submits 
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to it only through a sense of its necessity, or under long experience 
of its benefits’. The Hammonds comment that by 1830 a political 
Jacobinism was developing, due to the offer that the industrial 
revolution was making to men as a compensation for their loss of 
community feeling. It offered the poor man the prospect of ceasing 
to be a poor man, by his own diligence and worth. ‘It offered the 
poor man something to touch his imagination.’” 

Tq return to the outline of a Christian doctrine of the secular 
order, with special reference to this question, we observe that the 
debate about human motives usually comes into the issue of capi- 
talism and socialism in some such way as this. Defenders of the 
free-market system say: Socialism has always failed in the past, 
and is bound to fail in the future because it makes demands upon 
human nature to which mankind in the mass will not respond; it 
might work in a society of angels. Socialist and commxmist writers 
afiirna that when ‘communal ownership of the means of produc- 
tion’ is achieved, human nature will change, men will work as 
hard for the socialist commonwealth as they will work for them- 
selves and for their families. When the one uses religious language, 
he declares that the only possible means of freeing men from self- 
regarding motives is redeeming grace which enables them to act 
from disinterested love for God and man, and that reformers have 
forgotten the Fall of Man. The other holds that the self-regarding 
impulses are not inherent in men on earth and that they have been 
induced by a defective social order and in particular by the con- 
flict of interest in different economic classes. 

The Christian moralist recognizes a distinct state of life known 
as holiness in which the sanctified man does act from the super- 
natural motive of charity (or cantos, to distinguish it from the de- 
based usage of ‘charity’ for kindness to the unfortunate) and in this 
state he disregards all self-regari^g or self-expressive motives, 
hoWever low or high they may be, when they conflict with it. But 
he does noty therefore, lump together as on the same level all the 
non-religious human motives in the bare category of man’s sinful- 
ness. Certainly, with the sense of his own imperfection and looking 
from the point where he knows what supernatural charity means, 
he can say with Kierkegaard, before God mcai are always in the 
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•wrong, or ■with Isaiah, all our righteousn^ses are as a polluted 
garment. But with this insight, when the Christian moralist moves 
from attention to the realm of grace to that of ethics, he does 
recognize real and valid moral differences within the field of non- 
supcrnatural and relatively interested motives. He knows the Fall 
of Man to mean that men, himself included, commonly act from a 
variety of motives from the most exalted to the most base, still 
within the sphere of self-interest or self-expression, and as guch 
distinct from the sphere of grace. But on their own side of the line 
there are moral differences between such motives. It is on this 
level that he approaches the debate about human nature in the 
social transitions of our time. 

It is a peculiar feature of the capitalist and post-capitalist world 
that the only motive generally considered as the opposite of com- 
plete altruism is the desire for economic gain for oneself or family. 
Love of neighbour and economic self-interest are the two contra- 
dictories in the modem economic age. But in the history of man 
apd even in the interstices of bourgeois economic relations there 
are found many other motives determining a man’s attitude to 
what he does; they are not altruistic and they are not gainful. One 
of these we have already appealed to a good deal, namely a natural 
community sense, reaching from a kind of human gregariousness 
to the desire for the good opinion of one’s fello'ws and of the 
opposite sex. Another is interest in the well-doing of the work in 
hand, the craflsman’s pride in the job. A third is a seeking of 
power and prestige, and a fourth is the conviction of having some 
kind of social or world mission. In varying degrees these impulses 
have moved men to and often kept them in occupations which 
they could have exchanged for more profitable ones. Also, within 
any society that does not rely upon compulsion, different motive 
are at work in different classes and men change their motives 
when they move from one to another. As Mannheim observes: ‘The 
proletariat works mainly in order to earn a livings while the 
middle classes, once their primary wants have been supplied and 
their need for security satisfied, work mainly for the sake of in- 
creased power and prestige. . . . The group we call the intelligent- 
sia is actuated mainly by motives of its o'wn. A member of this 
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group is only happy when he has work which is in keeping with his 
special interests and qualifications. . . . Whenever a man rises to a 
Ifigher class, from unskilled labourer to skilled labourer, from small 
tradesman to large-scale entrepreneur, from petty officialdom to a 
learned profession, once in the ranks of the Hite he switches over 
from one set of motives to another. ’ ^ * 

Moreover, the dominance of one set of motives in one period 
changes over to another set at a later stage. We considered in the 
earlier lectures how economic motives gained a dominance in the 
era of rising capitalism. It was also observed that the ‘spirit of 
enterprise’ of the trading and then of the productive develop- 
ments was a spirit inherited from chivalric, exploring, travelling 
and buccaneering habits — ^in brief, firom pre-capitalist dispositions. 
The spirit of enterprise inaugurated capitalism and carried it on 
for some of its history; but also the culture formed by the indus- 
trial age began to extinguish this spirit, which has given place to 
dispositions seeking security, social services, amenities and ad- 
ministrative rather than entrepreneurial occupations. From both 
ends of the social scale there has been an approach to a middle- 
class mode of life.^® But what, in the decline of capitalism, remains 
firom its ascendancy, is the disposition to satisfy the demands of 
social recognition and prestige in terms of commodity hedonism. 
That presents the reforming socialist ideal in a post-capitalist 
world with something of a dilemma. That ideal is ready to slow up 
the rate of material progress for the sake of more human and 
fraternal social relations, when its preachers have the insight to 
see that a real choice of these alternatives has to be made and the 
courage to say so. But the commodity hedonism which capitalism 
has transmitted to its socialist heirs demands just what only a 
larger stream of technically-made products can give. 

Tliat, however, is by the way. -HThe point I am now making is 
that the motives which induce or impel men to enter co-opera- 
tively into tRe economic process vary with the cultural atmosphere 
of a period and with the social stratum of the individuals con- 
cerned. All of these motives are self-interested in a wide, and not 
by any meai» always in a despicable sense. Some of them are 
much more socially orientated than others. The question whether 

143 



The Debate about Human Nature 

a social system counts on men acting for self-regarding gain or 
possibly changing over to the selflessness of archangels, is therefore 
quite beside the point. A Christian judgement upon the worka- 
bility and relative justice of a particular social order does not ask 
whether it presupposes supernatural love in its members or self- 
regarding egoism in men or groups. It keeps in its accounts a 
separate moral balance sheet which shows an unpayable debt with 
regard to the claims of disinterested charity. And this situation has 
to be dealt with in the economy of grace and salvation. But keep- 
ing this balance sheet always before itself, it then confronts the 
world’s balance sheet which it sets in diflPerent terms. There the 
claims of supernatural charity do not appear; instead there are 
a great number of self-interested motives of varying degrees of 
egoism and altruism, and it is those whose relative strengths have 
to be assessed. In other words, Christian judgement on a social 
order examines how far its structure and culture foster the*^ more 
egoistical or the more altruistic self-interested motives; and when 
sometimes self-interestedness is inclined to be altruistic it asks, 
what kind of good — real or illusory — does it seek to spread to 
others? We will now elaborate something of this Christian judge- 
ment on the secular order. 

First, be it noted that sdf-interest is not a single motive always 
directed to gain and power at the expense of others. There have 
been many expressions of the view that all actions are self-regard- 
ing and that this is always ego-centric. Here is one of the most 
lively in recent literature. 

On a bitter snowy night a man had given his car fare away to 
an old ragged woman and so had to walk three miles home in the 
cold. He did this, says Mark Twain in a curious little book, out of 
self-interest, for had he not done it he would have been tormented 
with a bad conscience. ‘He boxjght a whole night’s sleep — ^all for 
twenty-five cents.’^* That is Mark TAvain’s sharp way of sapng 
that all good actions are done for those kinds of self satisfaction 
which are disguised forms of egoism. 

Others have maintained that what we call good and t>ad aere 
only names for what is in our self-interest or i^ainst it. Then some 
moralists have answered that if self-interest enters at aU into the 
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doing of an act, then it cannot be a morally good act. The main 
tradition of Christian ethics rejects both these points of view. It 
holds that an action is good when it responds to an obligation 
which is other than increasing one’s satisfaction; only because men 
do not in their sinful state naturally want the good, the doing of it 
goes against the grain and requires moral effort; we then become 
conscious of a sense of duty at war with our desires — as when we 
resi§t anger or keep a promise to our hurt. But, on the other hand, 
Christian teaching will not allow that an action ceases to be 
morally good just because it may give satisfaction to the doer of it; 
it is possible to do the right thing and find that it does not conflict 
with our self-interest — as when I enjoy my dinner, or pull my 
weight in a team, or please my wife, or do a job that interests me, 
or say my prayers when they are going well. Of course, the moral 
life means that I do these things even when I am not inclined to 
theirf; but they are none the less good when they are backed up by 
real desire. 

Now, it is the conflict between acting for our own advantage 
and that of others which presents the most familiar form of the 
question. It looks as if our self-regarding sentiments must be 
opposed to concern for other people, as frequently they are. But 
notice that when Christ repeated the old law: ‘Thou shaft love 
thy neighbour as thyself’, it assumes that there is a right way of 
loving oneself— -whether we take the words to mean we should love 
the neighboxir as we love ourself, or because he is such an one as 
ourself. The great Christian teacher, St. Augustine, when he said: 
‘Love and do what you like’, shocked some people who did not 
realize that at a certain religious level, where a man had really 
learned to act spontaneously and consistently out of love for God 
and man, then there v^s no conflict between his charity and what 
he wanted to do. Read again tjjie iigth Psalm. There you will 
catSh the experience of one for whom it is a struggle to do the holy 
will, but who has fleeting knowledge of the joy that it is to have his 
desires and his duty at one, and longs for this to be a permanent 
state. ‘O that my ways were made so direct that I might keep thy 
statutes! So shall I not be confounded.’ 

We can put it like this. The goal of religious faith and discipline 
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is the state where that which is satisfying to the self is found to be 
at one with our love of God and our fellows. That is the joy of the 
saints. But also, short of that, in the midst of our imperfect life, 
where to do the good mostly means a struggle with our desires, 
there are times when the good act is also the one which pleases us 
— it is not in conflict with our self-interest. Or, to put it in another 
way, we must distinguish two kinds of self-interest, one which is 
only self-regarding and opposed to our concern for others; ano^iher 
kind which goes along with our desire for the good of other people. 

I want now to consider variations in this second kind of self- 
interest— generous self-interest shall we call it — ^in their bearing 
upon the practicability and desirability of different social orders, 
such as capitalism and socialism. The question comes up in this 
way. Goodwill towards men is surely shown when we wish more of 
them to have the benefits conferred upon us or. upon the more for- 
ttmate by our civilization. It looks then as if all that is needbd to 
ensure the growth and maintenance of a good social structure is an 
extended and deepened altruism, that is to say a concern that all 
others shall enjoy what does, or what we hope will, give us abiding 
satisfaction. In an earlier lecture we considered how a civilized 
organization of life acquires a direction of its own which is not by 
any means the same as the best aims of men at one period want it 
to be. And now I wish to emphasize that a civilization often in- 
duces in us men a deceptive idea of what our real selves really 
want. Haven’t you often gone on doing things, even when you 
were not compelled, after you really wanted to stop. I have more 
than once heard it said: ‘I’m fed up with the pictures, but what 
else is there to do?’ And I find myself reading trivial bits of the 
papers — even advertisements, when it bores me and keeps me 
from what I would really want to be doing. It is that our civiliza- 
tion induces certain habits and ^psires, which we do not positivdy 
will to follow. They are part of the climate in which we live, tliey 
cling round our souls as a sort of bogus good we had better not 
miss. 

These may not be very important matters. We have earlier 
alluded to more serious ones, showing that a particular culture 
gives men notions of what is for the human good, which may be 
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very deceptive. The railway and the steamship have been net gain 
to human communities. But with the motor car and the aeroplane, 
along with the satisfactions they give, numerous disadvantages 
arise which have to be offset against the satisfactions. I refer to 
traffic problems, knocking about of villages and towns, noise, the 
taking of good land badly needed for food and houses, material 
wanted for good furniture, increase of restless mobility, less care 
for. the place we live in, encouragement to divide sharply places 
where men live and where they work. Instead of linking communi- 
ties those developments tend to disintegrate them. But men’s sense 
of what is for the benefit of a greater number is largely formed by 
these tendencies, uncritically accepted. 

We considered, too, how industrial development enriches a 
community which is sound in its agriculture, its domestic and 
craft life, and in its spiritual robustness. But beyond a certain 
point it ceases to be an enrichment and begins to weaken natural 
association between men, and even begins to endanger instead of 
raising the standard of living. But it is not easy to stop an over- 
development for it has a momentum of its own, and it becomes 
more difficult when its vocal representatives regard it as consti- 
tuting civilization and thousands of human beings get their living 
in it. Moreover, certain notions of what is social betterment, de- 
rived from this momentum, inform the minds of men. Whether I 
am right or wrong in detail about these tendencies, the problem is 
a serious reminder that when we are trying to be altruistic, we 
have not only to find out whether the good we wish esctended to 
others is really the human good and not what our civilization per- 
suades us to think it is, but also whether the benefits of our civili- 
zation can be reproduced for our descendants — or whether we are 
using up the capital of our culture regardless of the future, perhaps 
even thinking we are making sacrifices for it. 

There is another aspect to this question of well-directed or mis- 
directed akruism. We do not realize sufficiently that it is possible 
to increase the civilized equipment of life, which we believe in for 
others a§ well as ourselves, at the expense of impoverishing the 
inner resources of men. Then they become unhappy and firustrated 
however much civilization gives them. Take this case which comes 
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close to me as a teacher. Our civilization was formed by a growth 
of traditions, beliefs, institutions and modes of living, handed 
down from one generation to another. It discovered at one stage 
that knowledge, in the sense of information, was a powerful help 
in coping with life. Knowledge helped wisdom. But we have now 
reached a stage when it is supposed that an increase of knowledge 
will give wisdom. Just to have information poured at you from all 
directions does not deepen your powers of discernment or judge- 
ment. These come from the arts of life learnt from a continuous 
tradition which one has imbibed, and then perhaps confronted 
critically with other schools of thought. But what arc we to say 
about the myriad facts, impressions and views people now get 
from a day’s newspapers, radio programmes and discussion talks 
without end. There may be a hundred best books to read, as there 
were in my youth published by an enterprising firm, but you did 
not get a hundred times more understanding by reading them all 
than by reading one. To try to live by the outlook of one of them 
and reflect upon the result brings more wisdom than the attempt 
to know what they all say. The point of this illustration is to ques- 
tion the assumption to-day that more information about things 
and views makes for understanding. Yet our civilization encour- 
ages this assumption, because it is good at devising mass-produc- 
tion methods for dispensing such knowledge, and ‘the children of 
light’ believe that the more information and impressions arc made 
to bear upon people the nearer they will be to self-fulfilment. 

What I’ve been getting at is the need to question not only the 
self-regarding motives of men and groups, but also the things we 
have come to take for granted as in the human interest. We are so 
much the heirs of our particular civilization — ^we think this is what 
normal humanity is — ^that it requires spiritual and mental efibrt 
to stand a bit outside it and exajnine the aims it predisposes men 
to pursue. We have, for instance, in these parts of the world cdine 
to regard economic status as the supreme good and loss of it as a 
terrible calamity. But all peoples do not feel that way. The suicide 
rate among failures in the economic climb is higher amoxig Anglo- 
Saxon peoples than among Southerners, for whom economic status 
is not of such momentous consequence. Assumptions vary even 
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about what is social value. With us it is largely the increase of 
economic assets; some native peoples of North America and else- 
where take satisfaction and acquire status by giving wealth away 
lavishly and even destroying it with display. 

It is necessary then to realize that the things we assume to be the 
good for ourselves and others are often misleading and the ideas 
only induced by our particular civilized mode of life. Renewal 
will mean revising these notions by a standard which we bring to 
our judgement from other sources, namely from religious and 
educational traditions which operate from a deeper insight into 
human nature and its real needs than this or that civilized pattern 
contains within it. That is why the health of a civilization requires 
that its religion, its ethics and its teaching lore stand for the 
universal and essential truths about man and his destiny and do 
not merely reflect the notions of a particular society about what is 
the good life. 

It seems then that we cannot account for human behaviour in 
society by a comparison between bare altruistic or bare self- 
regarding motives; nor can we describe social systems with any 
illumination by trying to assess how far they rely predominantly 
upon one or other of these features of human character; and cer- 
tainly we cannot judge the validity in the truly human interest of, 
say, capitalist society and collectivism, by attaching one to a genial 
and the other to a severe estimate of man’s moral and social dis- 
positions, or by criticizing one of them for having a false account 
of human nature. Having tried to correct this over-simplified 
statement of the problem as one of egoism versus altruism, I wish 
to get out of the way two common attitudes which seem to present 
the question wrongly from the start. You often hear it said, especi- 
ally by idealist Christians, that if you want better systems you 
must make better men; or, if mep. would live by disinterested love 
thwre would be no need to change the system. This statement is so 
true that ifris not worth uttering. If it means anything, it is a cate- 
gorical statement that the Kingdom of Heaven is independent of 
social systems; indeed, if all men acted in society by the unadul- 
terated love of God and man, there would be no need to change 
the system, for there would be no system. For example, a social 
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order using the law which is a device for preventing egoism from 
destroying society, or putting prices on efforts and goods, which 
makes a sort of guarantee that people can count on a ^id pro quo, 
or moved by the effective but unorganized deterrents of a slanging 
from the old lady next door — this social order is there at all because 
men do not and cannot act in all their relations by unambiguous 
love and the confidence that the others will do the same. The sys- 
tem represents the positive associative expression of man’s social 
nature taking a hand in preventing man’s self-regarding impulses 
from destroying human existence. That is not the whole truth 
about the social order. There is also organization, e.g. for exchange 
of letters, due to our finiteness and limitation, and not to our evil. 
I should doubt though whether even letter-writing would be re- 
quired in the Kingdom of Heaven! And in social organizations 
there are positive aims for a certain kind of civilization and not 
only for social survival. But even here it is man’s unfulfilled life 
during his pilgrimage on earth that seeks civilization as a kind of 
surrogate for Ae Kingdom of God. My point is that a social system 
is the resixlt of interaction between man’s alienation from his true 
self on the one hand and the pull from behind of his essential nature 
on the other, which seeks to overcome the alienation. A good sys- 
tem is therefore not one that presumes upon human perfectibility, 
but one which best serves to make a frame in an imperfect world for 
the associative forces the better to counteract the dissociative ones. 

A kindred question arises in connection with the vast power 
which modem techniques, physical, political and psychological, 
put into the hands of men, used by men over Nature, used by 
governments over citizens, used by some purveyors of ideas over 
many people. It is said that power is neutral, that it all depends 
upon the ixse men make of it, whether its results are a blessing or a 
curse. But no! It is not like that;Jhuman beings are not as uncon- 
ditioned by the tools they use as this assumes. Take two cases. 
Mechanical and chemical aids are used in getting easierresults out 
of the effort. Because this works well in a measure, a vast vested 
interest grows up in extending this process, and it soon .becomes 
well-nigh impossible to call a halt because it means disemploying 
a population. The instruments of power call for their increase, even 
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if wisdom decides that a proper balance has been upset. The same 
goes for physical energy in production, when it is discovered that 
beyond a certain point its very efficiency may have destroyed a 
social pattern the stability of which was one of the incentives to 
work it. The principle is most clear in the use of genocidal weapons. 
The most humane peoples will resort to these things only as a 
last resort. Governments unscrupulom about preservation of life in 
thqir own peoples, and about limitation of military methods by any 
code of war, such governments will have the advantage. Be that ais 
it may, wise statesmanship does not consist in welcoming any and 
every development of power, assuming that man is free to make it 
serviceable or destructive. Statesmanship consists in knowing how, 
man being what he is always and in this situation, power can be 
used, distributed or curbed, the better to bring the good out of the 
evil in it. We can notice lately a new note in the voice of those who 
applaud every addition to man’s power over Nature and his 
feUow men. Whereas they used to complain that ethics were 
irrelevant or even reactionary, now they tend to get angry with 
the moralist and the Churches for not having effectively perfected 
human nature so that it can be relied upon to protect technical 
progress from becoming humanly harnaful. So much for the error 
of perfectibility; it usually leads to some kind of hell. 

Ghris'tian realism is equally critical of the view which would rely 
exclusively upon an altruistic sense of duty or love, as it is of one 
which denies wholesale the real impulses of association and com- 
munity. It will counter theories which hold that removal of ex- 
ploitation or a change of system will reveal human nature in its 
pristine altruistic beauty, and it will likewise counter the cynicism 
which holds the race to be a collection of egoists which require 
holding together by gain or compulsion. The picture which 
emerges from a Christian estimate of human nature is something 
lilSe this. Man by his very being is a community fellow; he partakes 
of the ultimate solidarity of things. But there is an evil principle at 
work which disrupts community. ‘Our sinful world’, wrote Ber- 
dyaev, ‘is the scene of a conflict between opposed forces; this con- 
flict determines the existence of the organic universe; it is a fact of 
the social world of man and would seem also to be carried on in 
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the world of spirits good and evil.’^® This force of conflict goes very 
deep, but it does not go all the way. ‘An enemy hath done this’, it 
says in the parable of the wheat and the tares. Evil is not ultimate. 
Therefore — and this is the third heading in the Christian scheme — 
it is possible for men involved in the egoisms of this world to be so 
infused with the grace of God that they become almost entirely 
other-regarding. But that is sanctity, not politics. And my friend 
D. R. Davies has good grounds for defining politics as ‘deferred 
repentance’. But now, of these three things, the ultimate unity, the 
evil that disrupts it, and the sanctity that recovers it in the re- 
deemed life, of these three history knows only the middle one. But 
it knows something else too; it knows that the pull of mankind’s 
original righteousness, as it were, leads him, even far short of 
sanctity, to recover a replica of true community, still in the sinful 
order. This makes in the main two kinds of groupings; communi- 
ties of men who share common roots, and associations of men who 
find a unity in common purposes. Culture or common purpose is a 
corrective of the dissociative force of sin. The pull of common 
interests, the bond created by a team eifort, fa the principle of the 
most vital form of human association though its power fa usually 
ignored by the politician and reformer. Solidarities like these come 
time and again with little binding machinery when common in- 
terests of livelihood, culture, civilization or religion have been 
induced. To will society is not to will to be social but to win what 
others will. Men do not think about brotherhood when fihey are 
acting in a common effort, they think about the job. In a fallen 
world friendship and love and fellowhip all break down at some 
point for two reasons, and this breakdown fa often surmounted by 
an interest or purpose above them which can tide the parties over 
the collapse of purely mutual regard. The two reasons are that to 
one man, he not being God, the individuality of the other remains 
an unfathomable mystery, and that owing to sin the natural tnan 
does not love disinterestedly. But through the mediation of the 
common thing, association and a measure of community are poss- 
ible. Of course, even these solidarities are invaded by egoism, as 
Reinhold Niebuhr has done most to remind us: ‘Every immediate 
loyalty is a potential danger to higher and more inclusive -loyalties 
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and an opportunity for the expression of a sublimated egoism.’^® 
In other words, the socially disruptive forces in man feed on his 
very associations; that is one of the causes of the frailty of civil- 
ization. Its conflicts are more violent, deep-cutting and disruptive 
as civilization advances, because the anti-social impulses of man 
are more hidden than in direct man to man relationships. 

I must not pursue this further. We have to get back to our 
theme with this fact clearly in mind; forms of social structure are 
to be judged not by assessment of bare egoism and altruism, but 
by the extent to which this or that form tends to foster or destiroy 
those natural and pinposive associations by which imperfect man 
produces a reflection of true commimity. Remember Elton Mayo’s 
saying, which I think has caught the Christian psychology of the 
matter: ‘They have relapsed upon self-interest when social associ- 
ation has failed them.’ I have repeated, perhaps to weariness, that 
the age which gave such prominence to economic motives could 
count for a time on these other associative impulses and then 
tended to imdermine them. So it began to look as if man was 
moved entirely by pecuniary and business concerns. But it is not 
so. Some of you may know the passage in Mr. Belloc’s book The 
Path to Rome, where he tells of a man trundling a large vat of wine 
about on a cart and haggling for the price of it; in the end he 
hwds out drinks all round for nothing. Which only shows, says the 
author, that what man most wants is not gain, but his own way. 
And here, fiom a less picturesque setting, is a high-business ad- 
ministrator, Mr. Chester Barnard, President of the New Jersey 
Bell Telephone Company. In a book. The Function of the Executives, 
he writes: ‘Though I early found out how to behave effectively in 
organizations, not until I had much later relegated economic 
theory and economic interests to a secondary — ^though indispen- 
sable — ^place did I begin to understand organizations or human 
beHaviour in them,’ Many of us know how men who now need a 
good deal of inducement to work through the organization of in- 
dustrial society, would in an emergency like bombing in war-time 
turn their skills to patching things up for anybody about who 
needed it, without concern for gain or even for recognition. Work 
is stiU d«ne just because it needs to be done; many would gladly 

153 



The Debate about Human hature 

do better work than the system allows them to do; prestige often 
counts for more tlran remuneration. Above all, status in work 
seems to be an elemental need which no modern industrial society 
has succeeded in according to the mass of men. Instead, apart 
from compulsions, they are bidden to consider the good of the 
whole, and the state only seems to know what that is. Mr. Maurice 
Reckitt has insisted that for the conditions of work to call out the 
natural associative impulses of men, that work must be not only a 
ministry, something done for the community; it must also be a 
vocation, done for the good of the work itself; and it must be a 
partnership, a partnership not only in the proceeds but also in 
ownership and responsibility. I would add that these conditions 
are not fulfilled by nationalized industries, and I would also add 
that such a partnership must be sensed as a reality on a wet Mon- 
day morning (to use Mr. Nigel Balchin’s phrase) and not only 
when fired (if that is the right word) to collective enthusiasm when 
reading the New Statesman. 

There is something in our industrial civilization that has tended 
to destroy the associative propensities of men; then it looks as if the 
social problem is one between the ^oistic and altruistic motives. 
It is in our day that the problem of incentives has come to the fore. 
This arises when economic bonds have replaced most of the other 
kinds of bond — ^and then when the spur of economic advancement 
seems like a wild-goose chase. It is in such conditions that people 
tend to act purely from self-interest and at worst become social 
delinquents. It is a sure sign of social disintegration when men 
have to be nagged into being co-operative. Oscar Wilde sensed this 
when he declared, as he said he believed, that the great advantage 
of socialism was that it would relieve us of the sordid necesity of 
living for others. It might be answered that a state socialism that 
finds no way of re-creating associations in which men satisfy their 
co-operative instincts does not even do that. If the average hunaan 
bebg does not find status, community and significance where he 
is, namely for the most part in his work and in his home, then no 
substitute incentive such as the prestige of belonging to fi superior 
culture or industriaJ society in an otherwise doomed world will 
save him firom deepened frustrations. ••e 
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It is written in the Epistle of St. James: ‘Whence come war and 
whence come fightings among you? Gome they not hence, even of 
your desires that war in your members?’ There are depicted not 
primarily hateful, aggressive or rivalrous motives, but interior 
demands and conflicts which lead to rivalry. St. James sho-ws that 
conflict between men is an attempt to solve an interior problem by 
external means. Dissension between persons and groups is the 
product of internal disorders. A later teacher, St. Thomas Aquinas, 
makes a useful distinction between concord and peace, a distinc- 
tion marked in the Mattins collect of the Prayer Book, where God 
is spoken of as the author of peace and the lover of concord. St. 
Thomas says: ‘Concord, properly speaking, is between one man 
and another, in so far as the will of various hearts agree together in 
consenting to the same thing. Now the heart of one man may tend 
to diverse things ... in so far as one and the same appetitive power 
tends to diverse objects which it cannot obtain all at the same time. 
Now the union of such movements is essential to peace.’^’’ This is 
to say that without a right ordering of human life within the soul 
or within a social group there will be no peace. The disturbances 
within the parts then make the boundaries between the parts lines 
along which conflict gathers. The false order of living within one 
part makes for aggressiveness between the parts. 

I have sought to establish that when the natural associative 
elements are denied proper scope, men are thrown upon self- 
regarding forms of behaviour. This estimate will save us from the 
shallow optimism which believes human nature to be so perfect- 
ible that we need not boAer about the structure of society, and 
equally from the deadening cynicism that holds man to be so much 
of an egoist that he has to be enticed by gain or fitted with a 
collectivist strait-jacket. 
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CHAPTER Vn 


A Vicissitude of Civilization 


S ociety is always sick, but it is not always mortally sick. The 
great reversal of our time — ^namely the displacement of liberal 
outlooks by collectivist ones, of capitalist economies by social- 
ist ones, the emphasis upon order at the expense of freedom — goes 
on wth varying intensities and methods. Behind it all is another 
phenomenon which is not part of the economic and pohtical move- 
ments involved, but which constitutes the background process in 
which they operate. It is the phenomenon of a civilization at a 
particular phase in its career — and I have no hesitation in saying 
in a downward phase of its cycle. By that I do not mean that 
everything in it is in dissolution. 

1 have said that society is always sick. It is always sick because it 
is never free from destructive forces, such as division in human 
aims ot discrepancies between central policies and personal goals; 
there are anglings for power and plain human sin. But society has 
at the same time its own recuperative impulses and powers; there 
is a self-healing principle which tends to bend policies, theories, 
conflicts and behaviour, so as to serve the needs of human existence. 
Therefore, the state of society is not to be judged merely by looking 
at either the forces of destruction or the forces of healing in it. We 
mt^ consider the extent and rate of the two processes in com- 
parison. Arc the forces of growth or of decline gaining the upper 
hand? If the question in this form were kept in mind, many obscuri- 
ties and a good many misleading reme^es would be avoided. It 
would save us from the false progressivism which looks only at the 
forces o£,growth and imagines them to be decisive; it would save 
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us, too, from the spurious conservatism which is sensitive only to 
the disintegrating factors and hankers after a return to the day 
before yesterday when the rot had not gone so far, mistaking it for 
a period which built upon the permanent constitution of man. 

What is the civilization we are talking about? What is its span? 
We could take a very long span and consider the whole cycle of 
Western culture from the Greeks; or the unique character of Euro- 
pean society formed by the Christian world view. But let us speak 
of modern civilization, as Toynbee calls it, from the fifteenth cen- 
tury to our own day. I have already in these lectures posed the 
question whether the reactions to frce-market economy which is 
the apogee (the point furthest from the earth) of the liberal, 
rational and utilitarian outlooks — whether these reactions are 
merely reversing the trends of this modern period, or whether they 
cut so deep that the world is returning to a pre-Christian, pre- 
classical, pre-rational state of affairs. I have had my say about this 
question elsewhere.* Here we have to confine oxirselves to the more 
immediate factors accompanying the decline of capitalist economy. 

First of all, to see the issue between capitalism and socialism 
against the background of a civilization which has passed its peak 
will prevent a certain amount of mud-slinging at one’s oppon- 
ents in this dispute — though that may not be regarded as an ad- 
vantage from the point of view of political polemics. If the high 
hopes of an epoch are becoming a disappointment then backward- 
looking men will be blaming the innovators for making this' worse, 
quite unjustly, for the decline was happening anyway — ^and the 
new seekers, able only to plan within the declining culture, will 
attribute their poor success to the reactionary forces which resist 
change. If two sets of people are sliding down a slope at different 
speeds, it may be a slight advantage to be the one behind; you 
never know what might come to the rescue before you reach the 
Gadarene cliff— but to be behind is not to find an upward Curn. 
Nor, of course, is it any real reversal of the perilous descent to 
make the foremost group into a closer collectivity. 

To get away from this ridiculous ‘slope’ metaphor, defenders 
and opponents of capitalism — or of socialism— will be blaming the 
other party for a worsening of the human lot and a i«eakemng 
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of human resolve, conditions which are due to the creative im- 
pulse of this particular civilization being in process of extinct- 
ion. Neither party can revive this nor see the need for reviving it, 
for they both believe that it belongs to man by nature or pro- 
gress. 

There is not much difficulty, either, in detecting how much simi- 
larity there is of belief in the characteristics of a particular civiliza- 
tion,in those who fight hardest about the way it is to be run. Marx 
himself, and in our day Berdyaev and Peter Drucker, have em- 
phasized how the cultural aims of capitalism and socialism are 
largely the same. You will find it written in Drucker’s The End of 
Economic Man, under the heading ‘The Failure of the Churches’: 
‘The history of the hundred years before the world war is usually 
seen as the history of the growth and development of bourgeois 
Capitalism and of its Siamese twin and antagonist, Marxist Social- 
ism. Yet it can be also interpreted as the history of the emergence 
of Christian criticism of the mechanical and economic concept of 
society.’ His criticism is that ‘the Churches’ have nevertheless been 
unable to formulate a new constructive concept of society — ^in cor- 
rection of economic and then political man. 

Sidney and Beatrice Webb did hope to see the problem in terms 
of civilization, witness the title of their two works. The Decay of 
Capitalist Civilization and Soviet Communism: A J^ew Civilization. In 
the first of these works, which I incline to think is the best they 
wrote,* the Webbs spoke of the hypertrophy (unhealthy over- 
development) of the market organization — ^salesmanship — ^and 
attributed this to capitalist motives of profit. It now transpires that 
the same disease has to be endured not for profit, but for con- 
tinued employment in an economy less responsive to real demand 
as it becomes more industrial and mechanized. In the second of 
these books they were misled by not appreciating that Soviet 
conJhxunism is only new in the sense that it differs from Western 
society in gsafting Western technical and economic methods on to 
a relatively tribal and non-political society. The superstructure 
rides on a^solid basis of clannish mass community. 

I have said as a broad generalization that the Great Reversal is 
marked by a substitution of the state principle for the economic 
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principle — but we have also seen that the state principle is filled 
out with loyalties that arise out of the pre-political realm, the 
nation, racial solidarity, the English way of life, French human- 
ism, the Slav soul, American pioneer spirit and so on. The point to 
be emphasized here is that the state principle and the economic 
principle — although in a certain antagonism to one another— are 
both on one side of a line— on the other being the pre-political and 
pre-economic layers of existence. Ortega y Gasset says: ‘The l^tate 
begins when man tries to escape from the natural society of which 
he has been made a member by blood. And when we say blood we 
might also say any other natural principle, language for example. 
In its origin the State consists of the mixture of races and of tongues, 

. . . Thus the city springs from the reunion of diverse peoples. On 
the heterogeneous basis of biology it imposes the abstract homo- 
geneous structure of jurisprudence. ... In the genesis of any state 
we see or guess at the figure of a great “company promoter’’. ’* 

We have dealt in earher lectures with the effect of abstracting 
the economic gain motive from the concrete settings of men in the 
elements of ‘clan’ organization which survived the rise of the state. 
The problem is not one of state principle versus economic principle, 
but of state or economic motives in a bid to possess the uprooted 
mass of men. That is what I mean by state and economic prin- 
ciples being on the same side of the line — ^the line that separates 
rational, activist, individualized, civilized man from the organic, 
tribal and neighbourhood elements which precede and also underlie 
his more sophisticated constructions. One of our them® has been 
that the hypertrophied development of economic man has under- 
mined the ‘gentile’ foundation of all society. The substitution of 
the state principle do® not by itself r®tore it — ^though it could 
perhaps do so with proper awareness and a supreme abnegation 
on the part of new political masters. 

Considerable insight into this^dependence of the ‘activist’ pm- 
ciples of the Enlightenment upon the more rhythmic past was 
shown by Walter Bagehot. ‘In 1789’, he wrote in Physics and 
Politics: ‘when the great max of the Constituent Assembly looked 
on the long past, ihey hardly saw anything in it which could be 
praised, or admired or imitated; all seemed a blunder— •a-complex 
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error to be got rid of as soon as might be. But that error had made 
themselves. On their very physical organization the hereditary 
mark of old times was fixed; their brains were hardened and their 
nerves were steadied by the transmitted results of tedious usages. 
The ages of monotony had their use, for they trained men for 
ages when they need not be monotonous.’ 

It is the same point, men cannot be on the stretch all the time — 
andjf the ‘cake of custom’ grows thin, the spirit of man wilts 
under the burden of incessant adaptation and activity. Civilization 
is a superstructure; it must stand on a more elemental foundation 
than itself if it is to survive. 

Now it would be fantastic, romantic and theologically false, to 
say that the urge which builds civilization upon those more 
elemental layers of human life is a mistake. On the contrary, it is 
an urge which belongs to man’s natura, only it can become the 
enen^ instead of the charioteer of the natural powers. Without a 
religion which bends the spirit of man to God who is ground of 
Nature and of created spirit, spirit will become the destroyer of 
Nature. Let us look at this human propensity in terms of the spirit 
of man — ^which in Christian terminology is that part of him made 
in the image of God (formally, not morally). Civilization is not 
natural to man. He does not everywhere develop that particular 
inlpress of his creative powers upon the external pattern of life 
which activity we can take as a provisional definition of civiliza- 
tion. Until very recent times civilizations, with their ups and 
downs, were confined to certain definite blocks of the human race, 
and many groups of mankind remained in a condition of tribal 
oiganization, of food gathering, and worshipped none but local 
deities. The birth of civilization seems to have been marked by a 
transcending of these limits, by general ideas of a life worth living 
beyond those necessary for tribal survival, by agriculture and its 
seqilds in definite economic production, and by the worship of 
hi^h gods. Ethics, conquest of Nature and some view of the nature 
of ultimate reality which correlates phenomena because it tran- 
scends them, are the three main components of civilization. The 
way they interact determines the form of particular civilizations. 

The djolizing impulse in mankind is tiien an historic pheno- 
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menon which arises under certain conditions. It is one activity of 
the spirit of man. Spirit belongs to man by his particular nature, 
but it creates civilization only under certain historic conditions. 
Put theologically, man has spirit by creation; he begins to make 
civilization when his spirit is confronted by a particular kind of his- 
toric situation in the divine dispensation. The civilizing impulse is 
contagious; civilizations have spread, they have not evolved. 
Moreover, the advent of civilization is also the beginning of history. 

History means that man has learnt to stand somewhat out of the 
mere succession of generations; he can then trace a connection in 
the succession and make a pattern of living which is meant to last 
and to which the succession of generations is meant to minister. 
Civilization is then one of the attempts to express on earth his 
superiority to mere natural process. History is the story of those 
attempts, the story of the impress of his spirit upon process. It has 
often been noted that the Bible begins widi a garden and closes 
with a city. The Christian drama of human destiny therefore in- 
sists that the character of the Civitas is in some ultimate sense an 
integral part of man’s essence and fulfilment. Civilization derivra 
from that element in man by which he stands beyond Nature and 
history. He makes civilization because, though he is involved in 
them, he is not entirely a product of Nature and history. Civiliza- 
tion-making is that activity in which man seeks to fashion a home 
for himself, spirit and body, in the natural and temporal contot to 
which he belongs as a creature; a moulding of things and process 
to reflect as far as may be the needs of his spirit. It is an extension 
in space and time of man’s participation in the transcendent abso- 
lute reality, an extension which has its first instalment in human 
language. Civilization is the man-made surrogate for the Kingdom 
of God. 

This relation of civilization a^d the spirit of man has a double 
aspect, which makes civilization both the glory and the tragedy of 
man. In the first place, civilized living, being a form hnposed by 
man upon the external organization and direction of his existence, 
releases eneigies for activities which are not directly practical; the 
technical and moral activities of civilization give rise to the cul- 
tural— -the arts and sciences. Moreover, when these activities ftam 
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a tradition in thotight and practice they provide individual men 
with resources beyond their personal contributions. Civilization 
has a certain life of its own on which men can count to carry them 
over the patches at which their powers are not at their best. It 
serves as a home for man in his temporal pilgrimage. But this sup- 
porting of man by civilization only operates when it is flourishing 
— that is, when it embodies the creative powers of the epoch to 
which it belongs. When it decays, man is lost; he becomes a ‘hobo’ 
without a home; he feels dragged along with a culture that has 
lost its life. He tries to compensate for this loss of vitality by greater 
external organization and frantic appeals to himself and his fellows 
for loyalty to a pattern of life which no longer appeals by its iu- 
trinsic excellence. This is one aspect of what Emil Brunner calls 
the demonic character of civilization;® it lies in the double aspect 
of cmUzation by which it is at the same time the product of man’s 
spirit and the asphyxiator of that spirit. 

This is to say that while man’s freedom and power brings about 
civilization, the civilized structure after a time becomes part of his 
environment and therefore constitutes an element of determinism 
in his life. Then it may be a temptation to him. It will be asked: 
How can civilization be a temptation to men? Isn’t it just the 
o^anized way men want to live? And isn’t the life of a civilization 
one of the highest human achievements? It cannot, you will say, 
be a snare to people, though they may be lured by their own per- 
versity to destroy it. We have now to see that in certain periods the 
current oi^anization of life is a temptation and that is a danger 
for civilization itself. It is a concern for all of us now, because while 
we of the Western world value the civilization we share, we have 
an uneasy suspicion that it may not be there for our children’s 
children. Don’t we all, to our dismay, really know that this West- 
ern civilization no longer exercises the leadership in the world 
which it once did; and that men do not readily give up their occu- 
pations and lives to protect it fix>m enemies; and haven’t we in 
some way lost faith in it ourselves? It is not so much that it is 
threatened from without, as that it is weakened from ihside, and 
then powers outside move in to exploit the situation. 

I am sfrre that many who still believe that our Western society, 
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with its sources in classical times, in the Christian tradition and in 
what is called the liberal culture, is in some ways the fullest ex- 
pression of human nature — also feel that there have been forces 
within it so corrupting that we are in a state of double-mindedness 
and hesitancy about its future. It may help to dispel some of that 
hesitancy to realize what we considered more fully in Chapter 3, 
that civilization is not the same as the aims of man in it; sometimes 
it menaces the best aims people have. But, when you have seen 
this, though your minds may be a little clearer, it won’t relieve this 
or any generation from the need for refiolute and hard choices. 
Many are now ready for such desperate decisions but they don’t 
know which way to direct them. Those hard choices may not be 
spectacular heroisms, but alteration of habits which have become 
almost second nature in this particular civilization. 

We considered that the pattern of a civilization is made up of 
two parts: the things most people and their leaders want to have 
done, their aims— and secondly, a lai^e number of forces and ten- 
dencies which are not ‘willed’ but are in the momentum of the 
civilization. So, when men of the nineteenth century set about 
increasing wealth, they did not ‘will’ such results as the shrinking 
markets or unemployment or the restrictive controls that followed. 
The pioneers who carried over the world, say, British political 
ideas and cultural institutions did not ‘will’ the economic exploita- 
tion which often accompanied that process. Also, those engaged in 
the commercial and technical enterprise on a large scale did not 
‘will’ the threat it has become to free institutions and to the reli- 
gions and intellectual inheritance which had for so long directed 
our Western society. Nevertheless, these things happened. That is 
what I mean by the ‘unwilled’ forces in a civilization. Men fohght 
in the last war in the name of certain things we believed in, Ukc 
the rights of persons, equality before the law, the four freedoms 
and so on, and then we found that these things were endangered 
not from outside alone but by the drift of things at horhe. 

To renew a weakening civilization requires mainly that its 
leadership recognize first of all the importance of these .‘unwilled’ 
forces and then set about dealing with them— changing them if 
they are found to be in conflict with the best aims tlka luve. 
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Otherwise two things will happen. One is that our advisers go 
about saying peevishly that the aims of men aren’t good enough. 
Or else, men become rebels against even the good aims of society 
and go over in their loyalty to an alien and inhuman programme, 
persuaded that it is in the real human interest. 

My main point is that civilization becomes a temptation when 
people take all of it for granted as certainly of value to human 
beiogs. This becomes very serious when we have no standards from 
outside our civilization by which to judge which of its forces are 
helpful and which are detrimental. 

Civilizations have grown up through men striving for something 
else, and this has formed a pattern of social structures and habits 
of life. Ancient Egypt, for instance, produced one kind of culture 
by concern with the physical immortality of its kings; the Romans 
by a certain horse-sense in seeking to govern a vast area with 
diverse cultures; the medieval world in learning to praise God by 
making aU activities, from government to buying and selling, into 
vocations; the modern world, which is ours, has grown a kind of 
civilization by man seeking to master the physical world and to 
understand himself by natural reason. Civilizations — ^like happiness 
— come as by-products of pursuing human aims. That is w% the 
sources of civilization are outside itself. 

'Then again, as elaborated earlier, a civilization rests upon real 
groupings and associations which are not created by it, such as 
familifes, churches, work associations, play teams or local neigh- 
bourliness — ^and especially upon religious and ethical convictions. 
Men have turned to these more elemental realities when their 
civilization seemed to fail them; not as escapes, but as sources of 
strength with which they could go through disorder and disaster 
without losing nerve, and sometimes sow the seeds of future re- 
newal. But when these elemental foundations have been weakened 
or destroyed, and when people place sill their faith and hope in the 
dvilizationw-then when it b^ins to wilt, they have nothing to turn 
to. So they fall into apathy or resentment, and neither of these is of 
any help for rebuilding society. 

Albert Schweitzer, one of the greatest figures of our time— dis- 
tinguished as a theologian, as a musician and as a medical mission- 
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ary in Equatorial Africa, wrote a book on Tlw Decay and Restoration 
of Civilization.^ There he said that a civilization depends upon two 
^ngs besides its conquest of the physical world. These two extra 
things are a view of the universe, that is its religion or philosophy 
of the nature of existence, and its ethics, that is its convictions of 
certain human obligations which stand above what is conformable 
to this or that civilization. 

Now I only want to point out this. If men think that only their 
‘willed’ aims form civilization, and if they have no other loyalties 
by which to judge what is going on — then they will take all their 
beliefs from their civilization itself. If part of what is going on is 
wrong, men will not know it is going wrong or how. On an earlier 
page I have called attention to a common experience that should 
help us to understand the frequent conflict between the kind of life 
we want to lead and our actual behaviour. Each of us has often 
decided to act in a certain way — ^say to be considerate to a tircMme 
penon — and then at the critical moment we act entirely contrary 
to our resolution. It metms that some forces in us have overridden 
our ‘wiUed’ aim. In a New Testament parable one son said he 
would not go to work in his father’s vineyard, but he went. The 
other son said he would, but he did not act on his intention. And 
we saw how St. Paul gives the religious account of that situation: 
‘The good that I would I do not, and the evil that I would not 
that I do.’ You can find the same problem stated in the eighth 
book of St. Augustine’s Confessions. Another power is at war with 
the man’s good aims. St. Paul finds these two parts of his life 
■reconciled only when he has submitted to the grace of God. When 
you and I say ‘I was not myself’, we arc distinguishing between the 
self that means well and that part of us which has not backed up 
our aim— and has in fact overcome it. 

If you now transfer this insight to the question of civilization, 
then you can disentangle two similar things; the ideals men hold 
in it, the thinp they want to do and be; and then the momentum 
of the civilized set-up itself which has often a direction of its own. 
When a civilization is on its upswing, the two forces back cjach other 
up; when it is declining the aims of men may still be high ones, but 
the ‘unwilled’ forces arc pulling the other way. Schweitzer, whom 
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I have quoted, believes that in our modem world they began 
pulling the other way after the eighteenth century. Be that as it 
may, there is a strong temptation to attend only to the dominant 
aims of a society, for they give men their pride of life, and not to 
examine the drift of the civilization. We’ve got so used to the drift 
— ^we float along on it — ^that we take it as natural, and do not 
easily see that our difficulties lie there. 

There are some personal analogies to this situation. Here are 
two from the sphere of personal relations and work. I knew a man 
who suddenly lost his ability to do good writing when his marriage 
broke up. And I was told of two young scientific workers who 
failed to make any further discoveries when they moved from their 
native town with poor equipment to a much more favourable 
environment. Here were men who did not suspect that their aims 
could only be reached in certain situations which did not look as 
if tKey had anything to do with their purposes. 

With regard to om own modem Western civilization, in the 
nineteenth century our society tried to combine two things — or 
rather thought they were two parts of the same thing. These were, 
on the one hand our political and cultural ideas and institutions, 
bound up with the liberties men valued — and on the other hand 
the development of industrial powers and large-scale organization 
ahd world trade, with their sequels in the mecheinization of 
society. This second set of forces became more and more auto- 
matic?, so that now you cannot call a halt even when some of them 
seem harmful; they have become a kind of second nature. It was 
not obvious that this process was in many ways in opposition to’ 
the first set of aims — those aims that sought, at home and abroad, 
to extend opportunities to more people for the kind of life Western 
civilization had taught men to value. It was believed that you 
could add the new technical powers and organization to the old 
etEScs and culture and politics, and it now appears that the ethics 
and culture and politics have turned into something quite differ- 
ent# It has often been seriously asked, for instance, whether a 
democratic and libertarian society can indeed exist when the 
political and economic units are beyond a certain size. In other 
words, mK you want certain aims to be achieved you may have 
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to question a lot of other things you have taken for granted as 
irrelevant, inevitable or even beneficial. 

Civilizations in the past have got their principles of judgement 
from their religions or some ultimate convictions about reality 
which have a religious force. When Christianity helped to form 
Western society it related things to the reality of the Kingdom of 
Heaven and to a world view in terms of creation, fall, incarnation, 
death and resurrection. This was not thought to be achieved or 
embodied in any historic order, but from insight into it men 
could mould the world into a certain pattern that in part reflected 
it, and could recognize sharply when it was a tragic failure. There 
was a kind of alternative culture, that of the Church, which pro- 
vided resources of power and criticism and repentance for what 
men did in the world. Our modern civilization still tries to live by 
the moral and human goals handed down from an earlier period. 
These aims are often defeated not only by the sins and faithlessness 
of men, for that is always the case, but also by the tendencies of a 
civilization built upon an entirely different world view. The 
temptation of our civilization is to regard these aims and values 
as alwa)^ with men, whereas in fact we have them as a heritage. 
And that heritage held not only these aims but convictions about 
the nature of things, and it provided men with a pattern of ritual 
and conduct side by side with life in the world. But a civilization 
cannot hold on to these aina for long without the rest of the reli- 
gious culture they grow out of. For as it says in the Gospel: Do 
men gather grapes of thorns or figs of thistles? 

Qvilization thus comes under the general paradox of man’s 
existence which Christianity identifies in the doctrines of man as 
an image of God and of man as a sinner, the creature who because 
he is a spiritual creature tends to deny his creaturehood. This 
question of civilization and its ambivalent character is close to the 
paradox of man as limited creature and as spirit-centred creature, 
and to the tragedy of assuming his spirit centredneas te make him 
almighty— even over himself. So there has been a tearing away of 
this spiritual power to make society and history, from ijs roote in 
the non-rational context of life, that is, in ihe most creaturely 
aq)ect of social living. Erich Fromm wrote: ‘The growiisg process 
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of the emergence of the individual from his original ties, a process 
which we may call individuation, seems to have reached its peak 
in modern history.’® And Emile Durkheim spoke of the unrest 
which comes on people when at some layer they do not feel at 
home in society; no sta^s — only what they can earn — ^will serve 
them. Part of that is proletarianization. Durkheim called this un- 
rest anomie, corresponding to the ‘separation anxiety’ of infants 
fearing abandonment.* And Paul TUlich makes theology out of 
the fact that ‘Our life has this tension between dependence on the 
Origin that has produced us and the independence of it through 
individuality and freedom’.’ 

The problem of civilization is the problem of a being who has 
this persisting duality — Nature and spirit — doubled within himself, 
in his unity. Our crisis is largely that one aspect of man’s spiritual 
nature — activistic rationality — ^being mistaken for the spiritual 
cenbe, has led to a demand for revenge by society and Nature in 
us, and this takes terrible forms — demonic, as Tillich calls them. 
Bio-centric living supplants logo-centric living when the latter^ 
claims too much. 

Capitalism was at once the expression of and the sponsor of 
activistic rationalism in society; first by abstracting the economic 
impulse from others, and rationalizing away all non-economic 
Bonds and loyalties, not only kings and popes, but fatherlands, 
families, sex distinctions, national growths, cults and so on; 
secondly by replacing the religious, the ascetic and heroic virtues 
by the calculating, commercial and prudential virtues. But the 
enterprising impulses that led to the second lot of dispositions were’ 
engendered by the first lot and gradually lost their force in 
isolation. 

And here is another expert, Eduard Heimami, showing this 
economic rationality carried over from capitalism to socialism: 
‘Socialism thus started as an almost literal translation of individual- 
ism into the new technical conditions: it serves the same libertarian 
godi as doK individualism, it presupposes the same rational type of 
man. It pnly drives the rationalization of institutioias beyond the 
stage attmned under individualism. . . . The atomization of the 
individteel and the mechanization of society by technical reason 
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are not cured; they are affirmed. What the merger of the socialist 
principle with that of efficiency does achieve is the creation of a 
new type of man, who finds the meaning and fulfilment of his life 
in the enthusiastic participation in the great adventure of com- 
munal industrial building, no matter what vicissitudes of personal 
life this may bring with it.’** 

Thus socialism may or may not free man from being the slave of 
his techniques. For as Tillich has said: ‘Technical reason subjected 
man to the blind and cruel laws of a “second nature” completely 
alien to him and far more impenetrable than the laws of nature 
itself proved to be in the age of science,’* 

This ‘second nature’ of which Tillich speaks is one that inhibits 
the creative power of renewal. Here are a few examples of the way 
man to-day is caught in a net which his rational spirit has woven. 
The development of commercial industrial civilization presup- 
posed a fluid movement across boundaries — ^a world division of 
labour. But the real capital which capitalism produced is not 
mobile; only its financial symbols are, R. G. Hawtrey writes: ‘In 
contrast to nomadic peoples, the cultivator commits himself to 
improvements fixed in a particular place. Without such improve- 
ments human life must remain elementary, and little removed 
from that of animals. And how large a role have these fbetures 
played in human history! It is they, the cleared and cultivated 
lands, the houses and other buildings, the means of communica- 
tion, the multifarious plant necessary for production, including 
industry and mining, tdl the permanent and immovable improve- 
•ments that tie a human community to the locality where it is. 
They cannot be improvised, but must be built up gradually by 
generations of patient effort, and the community cannot afford to 
sacrifice them and start afresh elsewhere. Hence the temtmal 
character of sovereignty which permeates our pK>liticaI concep- 
tions.’^® 

This means that when the economic climate changes— habits of 
consumption— the rise of rival producers — apolitical breakaways— 
then this complex equipment has to be kept going even at an 
economic loss. Because man is like the boy who said ‘not bexx)^ a 
bird I cannot be everywhere at once’ — ^the concrete human beings 
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in a highly interconnected society have to endure economic loss to 
keep a place at all. Much of the economic frustration and mishaps 
previously attributed to the profit-motive arises equally wherever 
the mass of men have to seek employment. Mr. Garet Garrett has 
shown the effect of the machine upon the canalizing of h um an 
activity into ever-narrowing and inescapable channels, ‘The Law 
of the Machine is that cheapness is a function of quantity — 
and when you cannot sell cheaper and cheaper watches in ever 
greater quantities at home you turn to natives, then when you 
find that all the best bazaar sites are taken, you have a surplus — 
and the people who have produced it begin in a competitive man- 
ner to sacrifice their standards of living in order to keep the 
machine going.’ “ This problem is irrespective of capitalist or 
socialist organization. It is concerned with this feature of civiliza- 
tion by which the equipment set up by human ingenuity at some 
point acquires a momentum of its own, loses its resilience and 
narrows the field of freedom. There is a law of diminishing returns 
— or, if you prefer, an automatic brake principle — ^in this power of 
men to make that artificial frame for living which we call civiliza- 
tion. An old, highly mechanized society like our English one, 
which now needs refreshment from the sources of life rather than 
more power and equipment, benefits less than a land like Russia, 
of China, from each scientific contribution that lengthens man’s 
arm. It may even find its clinical temperature going up. 

I h3.ve suggested that the problem of civilization has its roots in 
the paradox of man, as Christian doctrine understands it. To see it 
thus should preserve us from two errors: the progressive and the 
romantic. Both these adopt the logical attitude of formal mind; 
either men’s technical propensities have served well, therefore let 
us have as much of their results as possible; or, this performance is 
clogging human life, let us get back to Nature. 

ouch formal mind says, for example, division of labom has en- 
riched and'variegated the means of life, therefore the more of it 
the better; so let us regard the world as one economic field and 
have a maximum of specialized products and movements of trade. 
It ignores that specialization is only an enrichment when it brings 
a welcome addition to an area which is socially and economically 
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sound both in its own economy and its way of life. When these are 
endangered by specialization, the logic of formal mind becomes a 
menace. Wisdom then consists in building up equilibrium in the 
parts. 

Such formal mind says the use of machinery and applied science 
has served to raise the standard of millions, therefore it will go on 
doing so. It ignores that this is true only in so far as it has under- 
neath it an agricultural, domestic, cultural and spiritual life which 
supports man while he is making use of technical equipment. 
When it encroaches upon and devastates these it cuts off the bough 
on which it is sitting. 

Such formal mind says every social and politic.al problem is 
becoming a world problem, therefore there is no use beginning to 
tackle it in bits here or there. It ignores that man’s social and poli- 
tical consciousness is a small-scale affair and can only be enlarged 
when it is strong where it is. It ignores that this demand for a 
world outlook makes demands upon the human being winch he finds 
many difficulties in responding to on even a national or civic scale. 

Such formal mind says the irremediable destruction of modem 
technical warfare is only the development of the bow and arrow 
replacing the hand club. You must accept it — so we are reminded 
with technical-school logic — as the victim of the first gun had to 
accept the new weapon with its ungcntlemanly advantage. 
‘There’s no stopping progress; and if you want to prevent the utter 
devastation of the human race you must stop war at any price.’ 
Formal mind presents the human race with the intolerable dilera- 
■ ma: either total absence of war or any means are legitimate. That 
is to say, no people may try to stop a Hitler, or fight for justice or 
independence without the guilt of starting a world disaster. 

Such formal mind says that a technical civilization is so inter- 
locked and brittle that its dangers can only be averted by a great 
rise in moral and co-operative collective behaviour. It ignores tnat 
the very enlargement of the equipment has weakened the stimulus 
to and the capacity for moral responsibility in the more immediate 
areas of family, work and region, and even nation, smd it ignores 
that the bi^cr the social groups involved the harder it is few 
ccdlective egoisms to be abated by principle. 
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Cannot we hope for a fresh kind of leadership than that of for- 
mal mind, which takes the drift of things for granted and tries to 
adjust the human being to it? If we can, we must look for signs of 
understanding that the triumph of mind in creating this technical 
civilization has been a triumph of the most far-reaching part of 
man, namely his thought; and that in the other layers of his being; 
his dependence on the earth, his social loyalties, his attachment to 
things, places, and traditions — ^in these he requires firmness under- 
neath him, on the smaller scale in which these things are real to 
him. 

Every civilization seems to reach the same point at which its 
government, its organization, its machinery, its knowledge and the 
sophisticated habits of its people — all these develop at the cost of 
weakening the common ground of human existence out of which 
the whole thing has grown. And our modem civilization has bear 
doing this for over a century on a scale and a rate and an efficiency 
never known before in the history of man. And it has spread over 
less-civilized regions who have fed it and worked for its money. 
But there is now little more room for this kind of parasitic expan- 
sion, and this is giving rise to the only real class war, that between 
peasant and industrial communities. 

Therefore all outlooks and programmes should be directed to- 
\^ds replenishing the sources out of which civilization grows. 
There are three main sources to be attended to, and we have 
name*d them the vital, the cultural and the religious. The first is 
the life-giving power of the earth upon whose organic products the 
most thajrctical technician or paper planner depends in order to 
live. Warnings about danger, here have been given loudly enough. 
The earth upon which we live is being drained of its power to 
support animal and human life. Its vital reproductive cycle is 
broken under the spur of technicjil urban and commercial aggres- 
sion. An acre or two of forest is destroyed to make one New York 
newspaper*per issue; in oiu small island cultivable land is covered 
with bricks and concrete, not even for houses or for military 
defence--both of which are vital priorilies after food— hut for an 
all^d technical progress which exaggerates the misbalance be- 
tween superstructure and foundations. Western man with his arro- 
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gance in manipulating organic nature has treated the earth as he 
has behaved towards Almighty God; he has lived on it without 
acknowledging his dependence, he has used the life it gives him to 
exploit it; and he turns to it, panic-stricken, in emergencies for a 
quick recovery from calamities. In addition the town ceases to be 
a place to live in and tends to become the place of work; men 
escape from it when they can, living in dormitories that bespatter 
the countryside. Both urban and rural life are prevented from 
co-operating mentally for the well-being of mankind. ‘Not another 
acre’ away from food-growing and other vegetation, except for 
housing families and for military defence, might well be the motto 
for restoration of the vital sources of economic life in highly indus- 
trial lands. 

The second foundation upon which civilization must rest, and 
which it is at some point in danger of destroying, is the sense of 
community, which satisfies man’s domestic, social and emotional 
life and gives him an attachment to a locality and a cultural tradi- 
tion. We have considered this in some detail in these lecture and 
we need not go over it again, except to say this: As we would be 
complete wrecks if every function of our bodies, such as our diges- 
tions, depended upon correct acts of thought and wiU, so the con- 
scious achievements of civilization require that, underneath them, 
community living has a vitality of its own which goes on without 
too much attention. When it docs require a lot of attention and 
fostering it is a sign that civilization has reached the stage when it 
loses its inner spirit. It then battens on its foundations and every 
move to recover solidarity adds to the top-heavy machinery of life. 

Besides these two bases upon which civilizations are reared, the 
biological and the social, which are not themselves part of it, there 
is a third and it is the deepest of all. At the root of all civilization- 
building there is a spiritual uxgp, an insatiability in man wMch 
demands something more than self-preservation or happiness or 
comfort. We have considered that the impulse which "makes civi- 
lization is a kind of spiritual r^tlessness seeking to fashiozf the 
structure of life that will satisfy the craving. Now, if this impulse 
mov® men without the conviction that it is called out by a reality 
already there— the reality of God behind as well as in the world 
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order — then all these hopes will be given to the civilization itself. 
As civilization is brittle and liable to break down, men tend to lose 
their inner nerve when this looks like happening. We may say that 
one condition of the survival of a civilization is that men shall not 
believe only in that. Civilization decays when men will not admit 
the possibility of its death although they may feel in their bones 
that it is moribund. If they have no other hope or stay when a 
culture crumbles every move to restore it seems but to hasten the 
crumbling. When King Alfred translated Boethius’s Consolation of 
Philosophy he inserted some thoughts of his own. In one of them 
he said the world needs three kinds of men: working men, fighting 
men, and praying men. We may paraphrase that. The work of 
the world has to be done, planting the potatoes as it were; that 
is the economic function. Then society needs protection within 
and without; that is the political function. But it also needs men 
and organs to remind it that life is more than planting potatoes in 
order to live, and more than protection from destruction in order 
to do more work and have more protection. There is an end beyond 
both; that is the cultural and especially the religious element. 

The upshot is that if the insatiableness of man is denied its 
proper meat in religious faith then it takes the form of just wantii^ 
more and more things, and more and more activity to escape the 
feeling of purposelessness. T have no more territorial ambitions,’ 
said Adolf Hitler when he annexed Czechoslovakia. Possibly he 
was speaking the truth, for we aU think the next thing we want will 
content us and it does not. We chase every fugitive satisfaction 
because of an emptiness in ourselves. Men only believe in a civili- 
zation when it fulfils certain needs in them for the expression of 
their spiritual nature. It must stand for some excellence beyond 
itself. If it does not, then men will be expecting it to be something 
it cannot be, namely the object qf supreme loyalty and devotion. 
That belongs only to Cod who is above and behind the world pro- 
cess — transcends it, as we say. This gives each part and event a 
meaning in relation to the Eternal God and not only in relation to 
the social .whole or to the past and future. 

With the realization that civilization is one of the greatest pro- 
ducts of Itie human spirit and yet that it fails man and drags him 
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down when it is treated as his total purpose, we get a wider per- 
spective on the problem of capitalist society and the socialist 
reactions to it. It may be that these are but two phases in the same 
process of civilization which requires renewal in its foundations 
and can only go from bad to worse if more extensions are added to 
the building without that. And renewal always comes, and only 
comes, when there are sufficient people who can be sources of 
renewal out of a faith that does not depend upon the survival, of 
this or that civilization. 
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CHAPTER VIII 


God’s Will and Our Modem Age 


C hristian believers in every age have to ask with proper 
humility: ‘What is God saying to us in this situation?’ and 
that question leads to a more general one: ‘What can we 
trace of God’s hand in the events of our time?’ It would ill become 
melo claim to know clearly what God is doing and wants to teach 
us in the critical transition? of our period. The riddle of history is 
too dark for that kind of cocksureness. I am as much a child of my 
own age as anybody else and I am involved in its perplexities — 
and we have reviewed enough examples which show that men of a 
certain period assume that they have discovered and corrected the 
errors and bias and conditioned thinking of previous ages. Chris- 
tian faith does not free us from perplexities: it does enable us to live 
with a lot of unsolved problems. That is Christian hope. St. Paul, 
who Said, ‘by hope we were saved’, abo wrote: ‘We are perplexed 
but not in despair.’ 

Such an attitude leads us to understand God’s will as twofold. ' 
There is what we may call His ultimate will for the eternal and 
temporal good of man; but there is also the proximate or relative 
will of God, declared to this man or this age, for the best to be 
done just because men do not know or do His ultimate will. The 
lat^ is an example of that, as St. ^*aul brings out again and again. 
While GodJs ultimate will is that men should live by love, while 
ther^ is sin the law is God’s will for the preservation of life and a 
relative justice in a sinful world. Take an analogy. Physical health 
and strength is in an ultimate sense the will of God for all men; but 
whpn health fails there is a specific will of His for the cure of sidc- 
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ness or a cratch for a cripple. Of course, sometimes a man can find 
his spiritual fulfilment in sickness which he entirely missed in nor- 
mal health. Now when civilization is in a rocky condition current 
programmes for improvement are specifics of this kind; they may 
or may not lead to recovery, but they are not of themselves the 
principle of health. Therefore we shall not hear God’s word cor- 
rectly if we identify this or that system with the ultimate will of 
God. But we should also be failing to respond to His call to us if we 
did not commit ourselves to a programme we honestly believed to 
make the lot of men more tolerable. Though the programme has 
many blemishes, such a commitment is a neccJisary part of obedi- 
ence to the divine will; at the same time we have to remember 
that it is under judgement in the light of God’s ultimate will, so 
far as we can discern it. And there is one more thing. God acts in 
judgement by not preventing men’s actions from working out their 
inner logic, for that would crush the freedom of man’s spirit in 
which he was created. You will notice how in the Old Testament 
the Assyrians are spoken of as instruments of Jehovah’s judgement 
upon His chosen people; and in the New Testament the slayers of 
Christ have in a tragic sense also His warrant and permission. 
These powers are not good powers, but they are used as ministers 
of judgement and redemption. As Professor Butterfield puts it, 
God’s terrible non-intervention is His judgement. But look at this 
sombre fact in another light; the other side of the same truth is this, 
in the language of Kierkegaard, the century-old Danish writer: 
‘One man caimot make another man quite free, because the one 
who has the power is imprisoned in it and consequently has a false 
relation to him whom he wishes to free. That is why there is a 
finite self-love in all finite power (talent and so forth). Omnipo- 
tence only can take itself back while giving, and this relationship 
is nothing else but the independejice of the recipient, God’s omni- 
potence is therefore His Goodness. For goodness means to ^ve 
absolutely, yet in such a way that by taking oneself back one 
makes the recipient independent.’ ‘ Such is the theological under- 
standing by which Christians may try modestly to see how God 
works in a particular phase of history: it turns on the double truth 
that man’s life, along with all creation, is in absolute dependence 
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upon God as the ground of its being or existence, and that sill 
creatures have an essence or nature independent of Him, and 
spirit-centred creatures have in addition a freedom still more in- 
dependent, Through the fact of existence being rooted in God, His 
operation never ceases to act in it; when man responds to it, that 
fact becomes known as the way, the truth and the life; when man 
lives in self-dependence or rebellion, it still acts, but then it is 
known in wrath, in judgement and anxiety. 

With this insight let us review the main considerations which we 
have drawn from our study of this modern phase of social history, 
the transition from a frce-market economy to one subordinated to 
centralized political and social demands. I must first take this 
occasion to defend my title against some criticisms which were 
bound to arise, I will take only two. I am reminded that m the 
strict sense capitalism is a neutral term, like gravity, and means 
only accumulation of productive resources by refraining from 
using them all up as they become available. Therefore, the critic 
says, all civilization is capitalist. Of course, the primitive agricul- 
turalist who keeps back some seed for the next sowing instead of 
eating it all is a capitalist: so is the plant itself; and a socialist 
economy with vast fixed assets for future production is also capital- 
ist in that sense. Again, I have been called to task for suggesting 
fhat capitalism is a modem phenomenon, whereas financial and 
economic exploitation are old features of history and whereas 
monfiy-lending, usury and the power of wealth can be traced long 
before the sixteenth century. True again, and my first lecture 
pointed it out. But the thing we have been looking at— the thing' 
which is generally known as capitalism — ^is a much newer and 
short-lived event, namely the phase in which social and economic 
relations became determined almost entirely by free play of the 
market in the buying and selling of things, labour and services. 
Both in the small-scale, relatively individualist and domestic busi- 
ness phase* and the later monopolistic phase, capitalism, in the 
historic sense which these lectures presumed, means that state in 
which not only the products, but also the elements of society — 
especially its resources in men with their labour, in the land on 
which society stands and by which it is fed, and in the finandai 
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symbols of its fixed plant, namely its liquid capital— the place and 
function of these elements become themselves determined by the 
interplay of market and price values. It never entirely covered the 
whole field, or it could never have gone on so long; but it cut 
sufficiently deep to make the productive success it was result in 
colossal .social dislocations. We traced its decline to four main 
causes: the hostility it brought on itself, the break*up of its own 
institutional framework and defeats of its demands for indefinite 
expansion, its parasitism on the non-economic foundations of 
.society, and destruction of the dispositions which impelled it. 

Now, this has taken place in a phase of Western culture which is 
largely that of Christendom. And we have tried to unravel the 
significance of that fact. In doing so wc came to a curious dis- 
covery which is quite baffling to all who want their history entirely 
in terms of the good and bad. It is that certain features of modem 
Western civilization which are contrary to a Christian view of 
things and its estimate of man, arc nevertheless outgrowths of 
something Christianity made possible. This suggests that Chris- 
tianity is a very dangerous religion; for when its faith fails to in- 
form the culture it so largely induced, man is in a more risky 
predicament than if he had remained pagan. 

We can look at this a little more in detail, but you will find its 
background drawn out in the works of Mr. Christopher Dawson, 
who in his latest work Religion and the Rise of Western Culture explains 
how it came about that ‘a small group of peoples in Western Etirope 
should in a relatively short space of time acquire the power to 
transform the world and to emancipate themselves from man’s 
age-long dependence on the forces of nature’.® To summarize some 
previous arguments, let us review four features of Western culture 
which have roots in an outlook formed by Christianity and the 
Bible. That outlook served to give a terrific impress to the dis- 
covery of the self, or soul— relating it to the eternal God as welT as 
to its setting in the world; it emancipated man not only in his 
mind as the Greek had done, but in the depths of his being, feom 
being merely a part of die tribal or social or natural process. At 
the same time it trained this emancipated being by the belief and 
rituals and ethics and law of Christendom. It is this disciiffine that 
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has faded out in the modem world while the sense of standing over 
the cosmic process remains. 

In the second place, only in Christendom did you get that divi- 
sion of life into sacred and secular, due to the doctrine of creation 
and then to the separation of religious and civic leaderships. 
Christianity was never identified with one particular political or 
cultural historic growth but overarched a great many different 
ones. Then it presented man with the problem within these chris- 
tianized communities of adjusting the two loyalties, to the things of 
God and the things of Caesar, or to the spiritual and the temporal 
order, for both are of God in different modes. The point is that by 
the very nature of the Christian religion there came into being a 
‘secular’ realm which had its own responsibility to God, and not 
directly through the Church. A large part of Christian theology 
deals with the relation and distinctness of these two realms of 
obedience; and much European history is about the tension be- 
tween them. The term ‘secular’ had a Christian origin, meaning 
that which belongs to ‘this age’ between creation and the last day, 
in contrast to the eternal realm where one day is as a thousand 
years and a thousand years as one day. In recent times the reli- 
gious setting of all this has broken up and we have this secular 
sphere owning no other reality beside itself. That is what we mean 
by secularism and it is a rebellious child of Christendom. 

In the third place, Christianity gave a great stimulus to the 
sense'of history as significant. God in the Old Testament is revealed 
first of all as the Lord of History. Then the Christian faith, as ve 
have already described, made the relation of each man and each 
event to the Eternal God a precise relation to the person of Jesus 
the Christ, in whose flesh the Eternal God enters directly into the 
temporal and historic scene. He is the second Adam, the republica- 
tion of the origin of all things; B[e appears, dies and rises firom the 
dead at what the New Testament calls ‘the end of the times’ — 
anticipating the final end when history will be wound up and its 
meaning fully disclosed. Christian man learnt to see or feel his life 
as being riot only part of the rhythm of Nature, not only an item 
in the irreversible movement of history, but also in a third dimen- 
sion of adstence, namely that represented by the creation, the 
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incarnation and resurrection of Christ, and the last day, and the 
Church as a new history beside the old. He is thereby placed in a 
realm of existence which cuts across the groupings in which He 
participates as part of the world process, such groupings as His 
tribe, city, empire, class and associations, and their histories. All 
this tended to give Western man a consciousness that history was 
not a mere flux; it could be discerned as a cosmic-spiritual drama. 
It was a drama enacted in terms of two worlds: the temporal or 
this age, and the eternal, of which the Epistle to the Hebrews 
speaks when it describes the Christians as those who have tasted of 
the powers of the age to come. Man could therefore make histoiy 
because he stood to some extent outside the mere succession of 
generations. 

When, later, the modern period had heightened this disposition 
to make history and at the same time rejected the cosmic-spiritual 
scheme and the divine-human context out of which the disposition 
had grown — ^we find the whole of human existence interpreted in 
terms of the world or the historic process. First, the reason would 
get the irrational hurdles one by one out of the way of man’s com- 
pletely masterful life. We have seen that the sacred clement comes 
back in the form of holiness given to some development of the 
secular order. In terrible forms of fanaticism, the secular tends to 
become demonic. 

In the fourth place, there follows from the previous three 
developments the extraordinary activism of Western man. ‘The 
other great world cultures’, writes Dawson, ‘realized their own 
synthesis between religion and life and then maintained their 
sacred order unchanged for cultures and millennia. But Western 
GiviHzation has been the great ferment of change in the world, 
because the changing of the world became an integral part of its 
cultural ideal.’* This activism ha^ remained and increased, with 
diminishing respect and reverence towards God and the universe. 

These are the ways in which we can trace how things'that were 
bom out of Christendom have become a menace when cut'off 
jErom their religious context. I think we must sec the hand of God 
in warning and judgement acting in two ways: one in not having 
yet stopped the enterprise of W«tem man (though t&ere are 
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ominous signs), for that would be winding up the career of Chris- 
tendoiy. He who did not exterminate man at the first movement 
of sin, and who did not stop the crucifixion, does, it seems, out of 
some inscrutable care for man’s independence, allow man’s fate to 
work out as man makes it. The other way in which we may trace 
His writing on the wall is to notice that the reactions, in the history 
of our time, to the predicaments of the Western spirit, seem like a 
bliud move to get behind the whole development of individuation 
and of reason, of secular autonomies and the distinction between 
Church and society. Those reactions, iixformed by much of the 
arrogance of the liberal phase, tend to revert to a pre-Christen- 
dom kind of solidarity. We have already named this reaction a 
pull of man’s nature away from one aberration and described it as 
landing him in another. The only corrective for a continuation of 
this dangerous spin is to have some guiding principle about the 
furidamental needs of inen and their proper order — ^priorities, as 
they say nowadays. This will involve an understanding that man 
is a spirit-centred creature and that this has a sociological as well 
as a personal reference. We have seen that this spirit-centredness of 
man has an ambivalent force — ^its freedom can destroy his concen- 
tric nature or it can recover it. In the pereonal life the true central- 
ity cannot be sustained by the individual man remaining self- 
contained, but only by allowing the Divine Action to operate upon 
and through him, keeping his spiritual centre truly central, and the 
outef parts of his existence then falling into their proper order. 
This is the process begun and carried through by the practice of 
religion. In the same manner, the centrality of the spirit in its- 
sociological reference cannot be sustained by moral desire alone; 
it requires a social order formed to minister in its priorities 
to the nature of man. This is to say, human living becomes dis- 
ordered not only when the human spirit, in stark idolatry, deifies 
oife of its powers, such as the reason, exchange, production, the 
state, sex or art; but also and equally when, however fine its inten- 
tionf, it exercises any of these powers on a plane which does not 
belong t9* it. The most general layers of human life round the 
spiritual centre are the cultural, the political and the economic 
activities(^ Religion is not included because it is not an attitude of 
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man to one aspect of his life, but a relation to God behind them 
all, which pulls man round so that these fall into their rightful 
places and reinforce one another by each performing its proper 
function. Here is an outline of an order in these general human 
activities with some indication of the consequence of its violation.* 
The cultural side of life, its arts, knowle.dgc and ceremonies— 
all that qualifies life and docs not merely preserve it— has a prece- 
dence over politics and economic activities. It is a metaphysical 
and not a physical or moral precedence. Life must be sustained by 
economic activity, it must be protected and co-ordinated by 
politics before it can be enriched and adorned. These have a phy- 
sical priority over the cultural stratum. And, also, the practice of 
the arts which adorn life, whether aesthetic, scientific or spiritual, 
is in no sense morally higher than that of government, industry or 
commerce. Cultural activities have a metaphysical priority in that 
in them the spirit of man operates most centrally from within out- 
wards, less conditioned by the determinisms which of necessity 
belong to political and economic activities. Cultural goods grow 
by the sharing of them, whereas politics is largely the checking of 
power by power and economics is concerned with the making and 
distribution of things and the comparison of effort put forward 
with the satisfactions gained. Cultural bonds arc more essentially 
spiritual and universal than political or economic ones. Therefore 
a society in which the cultural life has not a certain priority in this 
sense violates the natural order of man’s inner structure. It cln be 
violated in several ways: if provision is not made for people to 
teach and carry on the religious, educational, aesthetic, and scien- 
tific arts; if any class is so exhausted in one of the more practical 
tasks that it has no opportunity, energy, or guidance for cultural 
pursuits; if the cultural domain is treated as an adjunct for poli- 
tical consolidation, as this sphere^ is in totalitarian societies; or if it 
is prostituted to keep the economic process going, as it largely is in 
the democracies. • 

The political functions include government, maintenance of 
military power, law, and the police, the establishment of a balance 
of rights and duties. Politics represents the collective eflfort of the 
spirit of man to protect life firom the threat which, resides in the 
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egoism of men and groups and to co-ordinate on the basis of cer- 
tain common values the activities of organized society. In itself the 
political function is more involved in the determinisms of Nature 
and history than the cultural, but is nevertheless a form of spiritual 
mastery over them. It has therefore its own moral responsibility. 
This is not that of forming the ethical and cultural purposes for 
men, but of enabling men with diverse non-political purposes to 
live with that degree of solidarity which a common citizenship 
requires. 

The economic activity is in itself the most tied to physical reali- 
ties. By it men transform material from the earth and move it 
about. In developed societies economic activity is much more than 
spending effort upon material. The organization of production 
and distribution represents a great impact of the human spirit upon 
the physical and human realities. Because of this real but limited 
control of material facts and processes by will and intelligence, the 
economic sphere is one where the natural order' is to-day most 
violently deranged. This happens in two opposite ways: when 
man’s spiritual control over economic life is in effect denied, and 
when the limitations upon that control are similarly denied. 

The first denial takes place when real political aims are given up 
or defeated by forms of economic behaviour which are not dictated 
By the physical and energy basis of economics. For instance, one of 
the factors in our British failure to oppose aggression was the extent 
to which the needs of trade were regarded as ptiramount or mis- 
taken for basic economic needs. Now, when policy assumes that 
economic satisfactions and economic bonds are supreme in human' 
relations, it is often called to account by men themselves brushing 
aside rational economic calculations and stri'ring for some poli- 
tical or cultural goal even at the cost of conflict and war. And in 
moments of great human tension men seek out their cultural com- 
peers in preference to political ones, and political ones in prefer- 
ence to economic ones. 

'V\{hen the cultural and political aims of men are not given their 
fflsential apriority over economic purposes in the organization and 
habitual attitudes of society, economic means and ends become 
reversed.«^Srow, for instance, employment is treated as an economic 

185 



God’s Will and Our Modern^ Age 

and even as a political aim; whereas it is a necessary expenditure 
of effort, varying according to the skill of the community in draw- 
ing energy direct from the earth, so as to supply the physical basis 
of personal, political, and cultural achievement. And when this 
treatment of employment as a goal is defended on the moral 
ground that wc cannot have the awful spectacle of the unem- 
ployed, it only proves that attempts to satisfy moral requirements, 
without bothering about other aspects of the natural order, are 
bound to be ridiculous. 

On the other hand, man’s technical and f)rganizational hand- 
ling of the world, which is the work of the spirit, leads him to seek 
unnatural freedom from the limitations to which economic activity 
is subject. This provokes colossal conflicts of purposes within 
economic life itself. While production and distribution are logic- 
ally secondary to use and enjoyment of things, historically we 
have in our modern world reached a position where the commun- 
ity is expected to cultivate needs to satisfy the productive and trad- 
ing agents’ need to be kept going. This diversion of means and 
ends is carried a step further when production is directed by the 
interests of exchange and both these by the dominant interest of 
the money-lending power. This all means that the physical raison 
d’etre of economic activity becomes subject to highly organized 
devices of ability in which spiritual control over things and men 
has become a power in itself, used for gain or for satisfactions, 
divorced from economic ends. 

The primary economic activity is rooted in the region where its 
■ material is to be had. This is the natural economic basis of the 
social and cultural life of that region. The activity of its members 
can overspill into economic relations with other communities. But 
if it is more than an overflow that exchanges goods and services 
between societies relatively whole in their economic balance, there 
comes about a disintegrating effect upon the community cenfrra 
themselves. Greater specialization between regions into primary 
and secondary producers on the one hand, or close links between 
narrow, strong economic interests across real commuiyty boun- 
daries, like heavy industry, commerce, or finance, on the other, 
tend to destroy the proper hierarchy of social functio« in each 
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community. These tendencies also exacerbate international rivalry 
in spite of the rationalized belief that they will diminish it. World 
trade is an expression of man’s will and intelligence over material 
limitations — tibat is the work of the human spirit— but when it pro- 
ceeds to the point where other factors of his existence which require 
local growth are despised or the attempt is made to stretch them 
to fit the economic interdependence, the break-up of community 
is imminent in every part concerned. Cultural excellence spreads 
abroad when it has been attained in one region; so very often does 
political achievement. Economic relations can only be mutually 
beneficial when they are of the same kind, spreading from healthy 
centres. This century has witnessed a colossal endeavour to cure 
economic dislocations within each region by seeking to extend 
economic relations over wider and wider areas. So our civilization 
presupposes more and more secondary and trading activity as the 
main economic function, with food producing and the building up 
of healthy regions as regrettable menial necessities. Thi s is the 
result of neglecting both the proper obedience to the organic basis 
of community life and the fact that men will not work a society 
where the demands of their psychic, cultural, and political life are 
maimed for the sake of a delusive rational economic world scheme, 
even when they do not detect that it has become a vested interest 
overriding all cultural and political loyalties. 

Where the natural order is seriously contravened in any set of 
relations, the disorder infects all the others. Particularly, each 
activity which is out of its proper place or disordered within, tends 
to prey upon the activity above it in the natural scale. Within the ' 
economic layer itself the most instrumental part is money. When 
money beedmes the commodity of a vast business in lending and 
exchange it ceas® to be a true distributive mechanism. In conse- 
quence trade in goods and services becomes secondary to exchang- 
ing* ind lending money and to the business of credit-creating institu- 
tions; then trade calls the tune of the productive enterprise of 
communities, and the personal consumer becomes a doped and 
‘propaganded’ agent for making production possible, whereas the 
use and enjoyment which he wants of things should be the purpose 
of the wh<ilc economic proccK. 
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The unnatural order here then draws politics away from its 
proper fonction and it becomes a rescue agency for economic col- 
lapse. Members of Parliament arc expected to ‘represent’ this or 
that business interest ; success in economic enterprise is supposed 
to be a qualification for nilcrship; and a new host of controller, 
officials and planners comes into being. This gives a further shove 
to the tendency which makes for the multiplication of acti%dty as an 
end to which all economic purposes arc subordinate, and the true 
end of meeting natural human needs is obscured. 

In order to avoid the worst effects of economic and political 
disintegration, education and moral training arc then called for, 
as an aid to the better working of the dbordered thing, and the 
Churches even are expected to provide a spiritual, ‘dynamic’ 
social leadership. Education and morals lose their authentic role; 
religion loses that supernatural basis which has, in the days of the 
Churches’ power, enabled it to speak with authority about the 
natural order, and it becomes merely the medium of exprrasion 
for the national soul in its terrestrial moral struggle. 

Having considered the meaning of an order of life according to 
man’s essential nature and the deformations of such an order, let 
us look at the matter in another way. I have interpreted the capi- 
talist period as a remarkable achievement and in the end a calami- 
tous one. That result reprwients the climax of some logically con- 
nected steps beginning with the emancipation of secular spheres 
from direct tutelage to reli^on and ethics. In a sense a separation 
between them was required by Christianity, with the provisos we 
have considered. The conversion of this separation into a divorce 
brought about the erection of economic en^ to the supreme place 
among social purposes, and further, the abstraction of the market 
relationship as the essence of economic reality. Now, it is often said 
that this has produced a materialistic civilization. I want to aezm- 
ine this because, as it stanch, just like that, it is a misleading and 
over-simphfied statement by which people feel theydmvc made a 
moral and religious judgement. It is true that industrial commer- 
cialism in its capitalist phase not only made possible a s1»mdard of 
living for millions which before had only been enjoyed by the more 
sheltered classes. That is a material benefit no oi» shoMd resmt 
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It is also trae, as we have seen, that it also produced some counter- 
acting forces that prevented much further increase in that direc- 
tion — such as rapid growth of populations in industrial areas, and 
later the necessity for keeping plant and employment going at 
some loss, and a financial mechanism with independent aims of 
its own which in some vital stages birth-controlled a good deal of 
useful production through failure of distribution. But along with 
these results and with a commendable rise in living standards in 
spite of the defeats it encountered — there did grow up a disposition 
called by the Greeks pleonexia, an itch to have more and more, 
often with no basis in real human needs. Individual and family 
motives of prestige, snobbery, fear for the future, desire to climb 
the social scale or more leisure, entered into the picture. And for 
the advanced economic communities there came a craving for 
technical grandeur, to have the largest airship, for instance, or the 
powbr to command cheap labour abroad and become more white- 
collared at home. The alarming consequence which is felt by those 
who often complain of materialism, is real enough. It is that the 
pleonexia which was organized and blessed by capitalism has now 
informed the workers and has invaded the mentality of socialism. 
To satisfy it, the modem West is using up the resources of the earth 
much more rapidly than they are reproduced. If the East com- 
pletely imbibes this spirit from the West the end of Western society 
will fall at the same time as its influence becomes universal. 

. But the immediate point is that this pleonexia, personal and com- 
munal, is to a very large extent not a desire for material benefits, 
but a spiritual malaise which grows greater with every satisfaction 
it gets. So that what is called materialist civilization is only in part 
one which makes greater material gain its object. And if good 
food, good houses, good clothes and good furniture are objects of 
the right kind of materialist desire, then our technical society is 
making a bad job of its materialSm. Many a simpler community 
does these things better. 

Bujt when we turn to the origins of the development of capitalist 
industrial.and commercial enterprise, we find that it arises out of 
a very high development of some of man’s spiritual faculties, 
namely hoa reason, his science, his politics. These liberated him 
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from the limitations of Nature, of racial, neighbourhood and 
domestic social groupings, and released enei|;ies by freeing him 
from cosmic and religious fears. AH this is a spiritual achievement 
— the work of the spirit of man in its various activities of extraver* 
sion, as it were. This nieam that modern civilization in its motive 
force rcpre.sent.s a very full development of man's inner f(»rces. This 
is completely misundersttwd whr n people identify the lacts of 
these inner force.s with religion and when they eqtj.atc the move- 
ments of man’s spirit with that particttlar response of it to God 
which is the movement of religion. What is spiritual is not by itself 
godly. Incidentally, that is why we are ttot a whit nearer to 
genuine religion when we discover, sametime.s with the euctmrage- 
ment of scientific thitikcrs, that the world is ultimately spiritual, 
though thi.s often means little tnore than that gtms matter is really 
only a form of energy. An interpretation of existence can be en- 
tirely spiritual and at the same time, entirely atheistic; it cuuld' also 
be entirely diabolical, for tlte devil is spiritual. Sterne light is shed 
upon this question by George Santayana who, in the volume on 
‘Religion’ in his The Life of Reason, says that there arc two move- 
ments in religion, Piety and Spirituality, ‘Piety’, he writes, ‘is 
man’s reverent attachment to the sources of his being and the 
steadying of his life by that attachment. . . . This consciousness that 
the human spirit is derived and rtsponsiblc that all its functions 
are herits^es and trusts, involves a sentiment of gratitude and duty 
which we may call piety ... it contains a much greater wJ«iom 
than a half-enlightened and pert intellect can attain.’ Spirituality, 
on the other hand, he describes as the aspiring side of life; it looks 
to the end towards which we move. ‘Though a spiritual man may 
perfectly well go through intricate processes of thought and attend 
to very complex affaire, his single eye, fixed on a rational puipose, 
will simplify morally the natural chatM it looto upon and will 
remain free. . , , The spiritual man, ffjough not ashamed to Iks a 
b^gar, is cognisant of what wealth can do and wha* it cannot.’ 
And then Santayana adds: ‘The spirit’s foe in man has not jScen 
simplicity, but sophistication,** We can say that man ns a spirit- 
centred creature by creation, he has a self-transcending fxwer 
which no other ttarcstrial creature has; this power lay* relatively 
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dormant until a combination of influences in Christendom turned 
it into a world-transforming force. Now this seli-transcending and 
masterful power docs serve man but ako adds to his perils. The 
discipline of the Christian life is the submission of this powerful 
force to the Supreme Spirit. That is the religious form of pietas: 
and it is -a pity that this has been obscured by the degeneration of 
our word piety. Those who have undertaken in any measure to 
tread the path of Christian inner discipline know that the training 
of the soul require.^ a.s much weaning and purging from spiritual 
CJtpericnce, in general, &s from vital urges and entanglements with 
things. The tendency to deify man’s own spiritual movements is 
one of the most .subtle and deceptive forms of idolatry. So in the 
Christian training of the .soul the human spirit’s self-transcending 
powers are broken down over and over again precisely in order 
that the man of faith may know God and not mistake his own 
spiritual convolutions for the divine action. To repeat a reference, 
you will find in the second chapter of the First Epistle to the 
Corinthians how St. Paul marks a clear distinction between the 
spirit of man and the Spirit of God. 

Now, to return to our social diagnosis with this distinction in 
mind, our economic civilization, which is so often described as 
materialistic, would more properly be understood as having devel- 
oped spiritually and having lost the attitude of piety. What modern 
man and has brittle complicated technical and econonaic culture 
meat need is to recover some rtspect for the cosmos. In the thir- 
teenth century, already, St. Bonaventura, in his Hytm of Creation, 
made all created diings, the earth, the water, the air, cry out 
against man: ‘This is he who abused us. - . . Why must we bear 
upon us this monster?— why do we not deprive him of our bene- 
fite?’; in our own time Bertrand Russell himself has said that man 
to-day is guilty of cosmic impiety. There seems to be an inevitable 
connection between loss of belief in and respect for the deity, and 
aggressive disx»pect for the earth and the conditions it imposes 
and the asential structure of human life. This overweening 
disregard jaf the laws of life, of which the depredations of the 
economic age are the outstanding expression, faring its own judge- 
ment, a&d»the severest part of that judgement is that the more 
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effectively it builds up the equipment of life the more difficult it is 
to mend the wreckage. A .sound society is one which knows what 
to do when thing.s go wrong; it allows for a proper material and 
spiritual repair service. Arnold Toynbee c.ills attentioji to the way 
in which the vast paraphern.'ili.a of a contplirated .socitiy» built up 
by man’s spiritual ptiwers, at some point dr.strnys the .self-healing 
prinriplc. He wriic,s; 'A simpler stwial structure has far greater 
recuperative powers than a nifire complicatetl one. When I sec pur 
rebuilding programmes in Great Britain being retarded by short- 
ages of labour and of highly procr.ssrd materials, and perhaps not 
least by the mere complicatiotj of the adinini.strative titachine, my 
mind goes back to a glimpse that I hiid in ipa;} rtf a Turkish village 
reconstructing itself after it had been dcva.stated in the last phase 
of the Graeco-Turkish war of a.d. tpip-aa. Those Turkislt vil- 
lagers were not dependent on materials or lalnutr from outside, 
they were not at the mercy of red tape. They were rebuilding fheir 
houses and replacing their household utensiks and .igricnltural 
implements with their own hand.s out of wood and day within 
their reach.’* 

Does this mean that God is bidding us all go and live the simple 
life? Not at all; though that will be the call he gives to a number of 
people; and surely leadership in the future will pats to those who 
are able to understand the world because they have made some 
withdrawal from it. Shift and expediency to deal with one crisis 
after another will not make for recovery. We have a!ready*come 
to a general conclusion that it is the extent of the equipment of a 
highly economic civilization that needs watching, for it tends 
a^ a certain point is reached to make for deterioration in the 
natmral, social and spiritual foundadom. And we suggested that 
so long as balance is not restored, men collectively will react in 
unhealthy and oppressive ways to try to find a life nearer to Nature, 
to community and to God. * 

The whole scheme of restoration according to ChrisUanity is 
built upon the need for that spiritual centre of his to be submitted 
to the divine ground of eristence Who is the principle oi unity 
behind Nature and spirit of man. Then man can become concen- 
tric afain and all the powers of his fall into theur propar order. It 
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is when an age tries to find unity within man’s own life that one 
part of it is turned into a dominating oppressor, and he loses the 
freedom of the spirit— and such freedom is the only source of re- 
newal. The great age of rapitalist enterprise worked with a philo- 
sophy that ignored this need for repeated and conscious obedience 
to the laws of being^ — and this ignorance has been inherited by its 
socialist successors. We have in this book discussed some problems 
of men in spheres of contemporary living which are not specifically 
within the domain of religion. The greater number of those who 
work and think in them affirm no religious authority for the laws 
they acknowledge, the standards they work by, and the methods 
they use. And if they did they would be regarded by many honest 
men, even outside their own sphere, as playing false to the dis- 
interested search for truth and excellence within it. The examina- 
tion of the human situation here made has not sought to detract 
from the proper autonomy which can be claimed for the spheres of 
life with which it deals, especially the economic, industrial, poli- 
tical and cultural ones. But it has found that there is something of a 
crisis in the secular spheres themselves, that the proper autonomy 
of each is threatened. In the economic life of the age of capitalist 
expansion the aims men pursued were unconsciously accepted as 
universal, and practical deductions from them were mistaken for 
permanent human laws. Men tried to read their ethics and philo- 
sophy of man out of a particular phase of social history instead of 
judging that phase vrith its aims and assumptions by the ethics and 
total view of human existence. In consequence economic life lost 
its proper autonomy and became the slave of one of its own activi- 
ties, namely the market relation; and to-day the total human 
reality is seeking to redress this aberration by depriving economic 
life of its freedom which has had such great productive success. 

It is all part of a larger tendency. Another movement in the ten- 
dency is the fate of Rationalism' which exalted the human reason 
to the vcryucentrc of human nature; in consequmce it ceased to 
sustain the right place of reason. In this century we have seen that 
reason has not remained master even in its own top flat of the 
human house, and has become the lackey of instinct, feeling, and 
unconscious urges. The general severing of man, in human 
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thought, from his total context in the religious and natural worlds 
has left him not magnificently human, autonomously human, but 
cravenly wriggling under conflicts between the claims of his own 
means of living, each of which seeks to wrest autonomy from him. 
The outlook behind the rise of the economic age attempted to give 
man a status by according him absolute sovereignty in die real 
world — but it did so by cutting him oil' from a great deal in the 
real world~"from God, the cosmos, the community, the Ghurch. 
Because men have links with these things by their essential nature, 
even when unacktmwledged, the severance of them in the world’s 
thought has not only cut round him, it has cut into him. So the 
human panorama of the last two centuries has presented us not 
with a pageant of free and kingly lords of creation, hut with a suc- 
cession of ghosts, the economic man, the rational being, the self- 
expressive artist, a brick in the social edifice, the crown of bio- 
logical life, or the chosen-race bearcr“bits of humanity upon 
which total philosophies of life have been erected. 

In such a succession we see the interaction of two facts, man’s 
freedom to fashion his life and his environment, and a tug from 
behind that prevents each alienation from his true being from be- 
coming absolute. He is drawn over to a counteracting position, 
which, though corrective of the first, is still in the sphere of aliena- 
tion. The Christian thinkers see this situation in terms of God’S 
holding on to man in his being while not crushing the freedom 
which is his by creation, and allovdng it to find its own judgement 
on its own independent plane. 

■ We have dealt with this swing over and back across a sort of 
position of equilibrium in its more concealed forms as they affect 
the different layers of man’s social existence. But the most easily 
seen way in which it operate is the swing from mdividualism to 
collectivism. Western cujture had given man a deep sense of being 
a person, a being with roots in an eternal world and operating'in 
this. The liberal humanism of the post-Renaissancci-^c ignored 
all the social and cultural conditions of this possibility, mainly a 
certain order in human activities. So the principle of personality 
came to be interpreted not in the up-and-dovim dimension of his 
existence, but in the horizontal dimension as the prindpie of being 
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a separate unit. Men on the whole were involved in a contradiction 
they cotild not detect. They only knew the pains of the result. 
That pain is what they now call crisis— and it impels them' to flee 
from one form of denying their total nature to its secular opposite. 
So we have the heresy of individualism swinging round to the 
hemy of eolkctivism. The doctrine of absolute collectivity repre- 
^nts the de.spairing effort of the secularized man to escape from 
thc.uprooting effects <»f the doctrine of the absolute individual. A 
democracy built not upon the needs of persons to pursue ends for 
which they arc constituted, communal, intellectual, and religious 
ends, but «p>n freedom from anything which feels like depen- 
dence, had protluced an atomization of society which is false to the 
nature of human existence. This is now being swept into collecti- 
vism sa an automatic self-correction. But collectivism is but 
atomism packed tight. Men do not find healed the wound left by 
tearing them away from their spiritual and organic setting, by col- 
laborating with other men maimed like themselves in a state enter- 
prise or planned economy or racial messianism. The various 
socialisms of this century have sought to cure the crisis of the in- 
dividual deprived of community, but have sought it in the 
horizontal dimension alone. They have inherited from the earlier 
phase of the economic age the ignorant acquiescence in the dis- 
ofdering of the various spheres of life in the vertical dimension; it 
was a certain ordering of these that made possible the value 
attacRcd to the person. The collectivist reaction has not therefore 
been a response to the call of man’s total nature, but only an out- 
break from frustrations. And unless renewal takes the form of a 
response to the ground of all human purposes which constitute 
man’s personality, there is bound to be a surrender to some natural 
or political or economic absolutism where he loses his individuality 
without recovering his personality. 

The individualism of the last two centuri® misinterpreted the 
significance W the per^n, regarding it as lying in the over-against 
relation of one man to others. There was a paralld attitude of 
standing aver-against the world outside and around man, his 
ojgamc and spiritual setting. It was this attitude, for practical 
purposes ragardiag man as a world himself, which prevented the 
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age from suspecting that man’s power over his environment might 
perhaps become enfeebled and even destructive of the civilization 
which sustained those powers and increased them. This irrespon- 
sible confidence that men could not undo their civilized achieve- 
ments had sometimes a religious backing due to misreading of such 
teaching as is represented, for instance, by St, Paul's phrase about 
our being ‘workers together with (hid’ —as though eveiything ntan 
could do by his ability and organization atul overcotning limita- 
tions, was, just because it could be done, in line with CJt:»d’s pur- 
pose. Our being coworkers with God dt>es not tnean that we arc 
His little housemaids and He would be in a terrible predu ament 
if we gave notice. It mentis that our wtirk must he tlune His way, 
that is by the laws of His creation, at His pace, anti with His 
methods. This is a lesson it is much harder for a highly intellectual 
and spiritually self-conscious age to learn, than for those who live in 
much closer dependence on Nature, Great religion is, we may say, 
the discipline by which man, the spiritual creature with these 
colossal temptations to wreck his life by overm.istcring indepen- 
dence of the laws of being— ^eat religion is that by which he goes 
a step further and learns on a new plane to live with the spirit as 
straightforwardly as he lived with Nature. ‘O that my ways were 
so direct,’ cried the psalmist, and it is Kimething of this that Ber- 
dyaev, the great European philosopher, had in mind when he 
wrote: *A higher degree of spirituality would enable man to com- 
mune once more with the mysteriM of cosmic life without having 
to submit to the determinism of its forces.’ 

There m one final piece of theology I would bring to this question 
of our age— an age which, in its capitalist and socialist phase, is 
informed by fundamentally the same outlook that develo{» man’s 
powers at the cost of wrecking the base from which he operates. 
The question true leadership should be asking is: docs this or that 
development strengthen man Where he is or does it just make rftore 
demands on him while undercutting his point of support? This is 
pre-eminently the question the Christian mind should always be 
framing, for it thinks in terms of depth and not of extension— 
where it has not been seduced by a world demanding moral oil for 
its creaking machinery. Get things more right in the up-and-down 
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dimeasion— here and now— the dimension in which men are 
related to Got!, to their naturally grown communities and to the 
earth on which they live: then you may hope that the power of 
rec«perati<m here will extend horizontally and begin the growth 
of eomiminities as mutually helpful neighbours. Otherwise— we 
shall join tip a lot of bankrupt businesses, hoping that the sum will 
show a credit balance. 

When Pascal, in the TmoV-t, said: 'by means of space the uni- 
verse encompasses and engulfs me as a pin-point: by means of 
thought I eticofnpa,ss it', he misled countless people who have 
fastened on this idea iti istdaf ion. They have taken it to mean that 
by thought all reality could be grasped. But Pascal speaks only of 
the physical universe, not the whole of human reality. Of this 
human reality he insisted that it could not be measured by our 
concepts, or by what we designate the ‘pos-siblc’, but what is poss- 
ible; as well as our concepts, must be measured by reality. 

He brings man back to the contemplation of the universe which 
is the work of God, and to contemplate man himself— his real 
needs, power and limitaiiom. 'fhen alone will men not mistake for 
those rc.tlitic.s the artificial constructions which the self-sufficient 
human spirit witliout wisdom imagines to be most real. 


NOTES 
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